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Page  109,  marginal  note,  /or  "  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  89,"  rtad  "  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87." 
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CASE   T. 

BOBOUGH  OF  WINDSOB. 

Befobe  Mb.  Justice  Willes,  January  12,  1869. 


Petitioner  :  Colonel  Richardson-Gardner. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Roger  Eykjn. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  O^Malley,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Murphy. 

Agent:  Mr.  Long,  Windsor. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Henry  James,  and  Mr.  C.  Coleridge. 

Agents :  Mr.  Darvill  and  Mr.  Wyatt. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
prayed  the  seat  upon  a  scrutiny. 

Mr.  O'Malley  opened  the  Petitioner's  case.     He  pointed  out  the  Bribery  by 
view  of  the  law  with  respect  to  agency  which  he  understood  to  pre-  ^^\^  102  1 
v^.    He  caUed  attention  to  37  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  2  (1),  which  2  (i),  86. 
provides  that  "every  person  who  shall  directly  or  indirectly,  by 
himself  or  by  any  other  person  in  his  behalf,  give,  lend,  or  agree  to 
give  or  lend,  or  shall  offer,  promise,  or  promise  to  procure  or 
endeavour  to  procure,  any  money  or  valuable  consideration  to  or 
for  any  voter  to  induce  any  voter  to  vote  or  refrain  from  voting," 
should  be  liable  to  a  certain  pimishment ;  and  to  17  &  18  Vict. 
c.  102,  8.  36,  which  says,  "  If  any  candidate  at  an  election  for  any 
county,  city,  or  borough,  shall  be  declared  by  an  Election  CJom- 
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mittee  guilty,  by  himself  or  his  agents,  of  bribery,  treating, 
or  undue  influence  at  such  election,  such  candidate  shall  be 
incapable  of  being  elected  or  sitting  in  Parliament  for  such 
county,  city,  or  borough  during  the  Parliament  then  in  existence." 
The  construction  which  had  been  put  upon  those  words  by 
Election  Committees  was,  that  if  either  the  candidate  or  his  agents 
had  been,  directly  or  indirectly,  guilty  of  bribery,  the  election  was 
void  ;  and  there  was  not  a  single  instance  in  which  an  election 
had  been  held  to  be  valid  where  bribery  had  been  proved  to  have 
been  committed  by  the  agents  of  a  candidate.  He  was  about  to 
quote  cases  in  support  of  this  view,  when 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  : — Counsel  need  not  refer  to  cases  in 
support  of  his  view,  because  the  section  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
was  quite  distinct  upon  the  point. 

Mr.  O'MaUey  then  called  attention  to  cases  of  bribery  which  it 
was  proposed  to  prove  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner. 

Evidence  was  then  given  for  the  Petitioner. 

The  following  points  were  raised  in  the  course  of  the  Petitioner  s 
case : — 


Bribery. 
Oolourablo 
duiritj. 
(1)8. 


Oardmei- 
■enger  no 
•ntiboritj  to 
oani 


It  was  proved  that  the  Respondent  had  given  one  pound  for  a 
voter  who  had  previously  promised  him  his  vote,  and  had  after- 
wards applied  to  him  for  assistance  in  distress  occasioned  by  the 
death  of  two  children. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  the  giving  of  the  sovereign  was  a  ques- 
tion of  degree.  If  a  sovereign  were  sent  to  every  person  on  the 
register  on  the  occasion  of  a  birth  or  a  death  in  his  family  by  a 
candidate  at  an  election,  it  would  be  hard  to  come  to  any  other 
conclusion  than  that  the  money  was  given  with  the  view  of  obtain- 
ing votes.  It  was  a  very  different  question,  whether  an  isolated 
gift  of  the  kind  in  a  case  of  great  distress  was  to  be  looked  upon 
in  the  same  light. 

Evidence  was  given  of  an  attempt  by  William  Bishop  to  bribe 
one  EUl,  a  voter,  by  offering  him  a  five-pound  note.  It  was 
proved  that  Bishop  bad  come  to  Windsor  on  the  nomination  day 
in  consequence  of  a  letter  he  had  received  fix>m  Nicholls,  one  of  the 
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Sespondent's  agents ;  that  he  met  Nicholls  on  the  night  before  the 
polling,  and  he  told  him  he  was  to  act  next  day  as  a  card  mes- 
senger from  the  Clewer  booth  to  the  committee  rooms.  Nicholls 
asked  him  if  he  knew  Hall,  and  expressed  a  wish  that  he  should 
ascertain  from  him  for  whom  he  was  going  to  vote.  He  did  not 
enter  the  committee  room  where  he  took  the  cards  from  the 
polling  booth,  bat  gave  them  in  the  ante-room.  He  had  received 
no  instructions  from  Nicholls  to  give  or  oflTer  money  to  any  voter. 

Mr.  Henry  James,  for  the  Respondent,  was  about  to  comment 
OS  Hall's  case,  when 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  : — "  I  do  not  think  that  Bishop,  who 
was  merely  a  card  messenger,  can  be  said  to  have  been  an  agent;" 
I  have  stated  that  authority  to  canvass — s^d  I  purposely  used  the 
word  'authority'  and  not  'employment,'  because  I  meant  the 
observation  to  apply  to  persons  authorised  to  canvass,  whether  paid 
or  not  for  their  services — ^would,  in  ray  opinion,  constitute  an 
agent,  and  that  authority  for  the  general  management  of  an  election 
would  involve  authority  to  canvass.  I  do  not  say  that  there  may 
not  be  instances  of  agency  on  behalf  of  a  candidate  besides  those 
of  authority  to  canvass  and  authority  for  the  general  management 
of  an  election.  As  an  illustration  of  a  sort  of  case  with  which 
I  might  have  to  deal,  I  may  mention  that  of  an  agent  for  election 
expenses.  I  do  not  think  a  mere  messenger,  such  as  Bishop  was, 
can  be  regarded  as  an  agent." 

It  was  proved  that  the  Odd  Fellows*  Society  consisted  for  the  Treating.  Odd 
most   part  of  artizans.      The   annual    dinner   was   held  at  the  ciety  benevo- 
Crown  Tavern  on  the  25th  of  August,  the  Respondent  being  in  the  ^®?.\.°^ 
chair,  and  95  members  present.     The  usual  course  on  such  occa- 
sions was  that  those  present  should  each  pay  his  own  score.    The 
chairman,  however,   occasionally  paid  for  the  wine  which   was 
supplied     On  this  occasion  four  or  five  dozen  of  champagne  were 
drunk.     The  wine  was  placed  on  table  by  the  landlord' at  the 
Respondent's  request    Each  guest  had  paid  half-a-crown  for  his 
dinner.     Twenty-seven  pounds  ten  shillings  were  set  down  to  the 
account  of  the  Respondent,  Mr.  Jones,  the  vice-chairman,  and  Mr. 
Mason,  for  champagne,  sherry,  and  cigars.    A  considerable  number 
of  persons  present  at  the  dmner  were  voters  for  Windsor,  of  all 
shades  of  political  opinion, 
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Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  subsequently  in  his  judgment  said  : — The 
Odd  Fellows  is  not  a  political  society.  Its  constitution  is  of  a 
benevolent  character,  and  party  politics  are  as  a  rule  excluded 
from  it,  as  from  other  societies  of  a  similar  description.  The  sting 
of  this  case  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  dinner  was  held  on  the  28th 
of  August,  within  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  actual  canvass  for  the  elections.  Now  I  am  impressed 
with  the  objectionable  character,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  of  any 
transaction  by  which  an  intending  candidate  may  seek  to  ingra- 
tiate himself  with  electors,  whether  of  his  own  side  in  politics  or 
not,  by  profuse  expenditure  for  luxuries.  I  must  express  the 
opinion,  for  I  entertain  it,  that  this  is  a  questionable  proceeding, 
and  that  it  would  be  well  if  such  proceedings  were  refrained  from 
in  future.  I  am  at  the  same  time  quite  aware  of  the  distinction 
between  treating  and  bribing.  The  terms  of  the  section  of  the 
Acts  of  Parliament  applicable  to  treating  are  very  different  from 
those  applicable  to  bribing.  I  must  bear  that  steadily  in  mind  in 
dealing  with  cases  of  this  description.  There  is,  as  we  know,  an 
express  enactment  with  respect  to  treating  which  forbids  the 
giving  of  any  refreshment  to  voters  during  an  election  under  a 
penalty,  which  seems  to  imply  that  all  hospitality  is  not  struck  at 
by  the  enactments  as  to  treating.  If  every  man  at  the  Odd 
Fellows'  dinner  got  six  shillings  and  eightpence,  or  the  price  of 
the  champagne  which  he  drank,  what  would  a  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittee say  to  such  a  proceeding,  and  what  must  I  say  of  it  if 
there  were  not  a  distinction  between  bribing  and  treating  ?  This 
case,  however,  is  not,  I  think,  altogether  without  precedent.  Cases 
of  a  similar  nature  have,  I  find,  been  imder  the  consideration  of 
Parliamentary  Committees,  who  have  drawn  a  distinction  between 
societies  which  have,  and  those  which  have  not,  a  political  object. 
I  may  refer  to  the  decision  in  the  Pontefi'act  case,  Woolferaton  and 
Dew,  page  71,  as  bearing  upon  this  point.  The  treating  of  Odd 
Fellows  mentioned  in  that  case  was  to  a  much  smaller  extent 
than  in  the  present  instance,  but  it  was  held  not  to  amount  to 
treating  within  this  Act,  the  society  not  being  a  political  society. 
I  may  also  refer  to  the  Maidstone  case,  Woolferaton  and  Dew, 
page  104,  as  bearing  immediately  upon  this  point,  as  showing 
that  it  appears  to  have  been  taken  for  granted,  and  no  doubt  cor- 


THE  WINDSOE  CASE.  J 

rectly,  that  a  similar  treating  of  a  society  having  a  political 
character,  if  established  in  evidence,  would  have  amounted  to 
an  offence  within  the  Act  of  Parliament.  I  am  not  bound  by 
the  decisions  of  Parliamentary  Committees ;  but  J  may  properly 
refer  to  those  decisions  for  my  guidance.  As  to  the  case  of  the 
Odd  Fellows,  then,  while  I  cannot,  for  the  reasons  I  have  men- 
tioned, disabuse  my  mind  of  its  importance,  yet  I  think  it  well  to 
follow  the  course  which  has  been  adopted  by  Parliamentary  Com- 
mittees in  similar  instances. 

John  Smith  having  proved  that  he  had  got  a  Mr.  Wicks  to  EefuBalto 
write  to  the  Respondent,  and  the  letter  being  called  for  by  the  docu^t 
petitioner's  coimsel,  ^^^  ^^* 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  : — The  Respondent  must  say  whether  he 
will  produce  it  or  not ;  because  unless  he  produces  it  now,  he  cannot 
produce  it  afterwards  for  the  purpose  of  explanation. 

Mr.  Wicks  was  not  called  by  the  Petitioner  as  to  this  letter  81  &  82  Vict, 
(although  the  Respondent  asked  that  he  might  be).    And  upon  (i)  es! 
Smith  being  cross-examined  as  to  Wicks, 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  if  neither  side  called  Wicks  he 
should  consider  it  his  duty  to  order  Wicks  to  come  and  be  examined 
by  the  Court,  as  he  thought  that  this  was  a  case  where  the  section 
of  the  Act  authorising  the  Judge  to  examine  a  witness  would 
apply. 

Upon  a  witness  being  called  to  prove  agency  by  something  that  Qaettion  of 
the  allied  agent  said  to  him  after  the  election,  it  was  objected  on  ^tJ^y  t©  a 
the  part  of  the  Respondent  that  although  it  might  be  evidence  on  a  <^^^^^^  f^°* 
scrutiny,  it  was  not  evidence  against  the   Respondent  on  the  evidence 

i.  .-I        1      .•        1     •  •  1  admissible  if 

question  of  the  election  bemg  void.  applicable  to 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  to  a  certain  extent  the  question  of  ^V^J^i*"^®* 
the  seat  and  the  question  as  to  scrutiny  were  to  be  considered  as  151. 
one  and  the  same,  and  that  on  that  ground  he  should  not  reject 
the  evidence,  because  it  might,  in  the  event  of  a  scrutiny,  become 
material ;  but  that  the  distinction  was  quite  clear  to  him  between 
striking  off  a  vote  because  the  voter  was  proved  by  his  own  state- 
ment to  be  guilty  of  corrupt  practices,  and  fixing  a  person  for 
whom  the  alleged  agent  was  said  to  be  acting. 

Upon  a  witness  saying  that  a  voter  had  made  statements  to  him  W  ^^' 
with  reference  to  his  vote. 
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Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  the  witness  might  clearly  be 
asked  what  those  statements  were,  because  they  might  be  evidence 
on  the  issue  as  to  whether  that  voter's  vote  should  be  struck  oflF  on 
the  scrutiny ;  which  was  quite  a  different  question  from  that  as  to 
whether  bribery  was  made  out  against  the  Respondent. 

Election  peti-        Upon  an  unstamped  promissory  note  being  put  in  as  evidence, 

tion  mo  niry  , 

qTuun-eriminal.       Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  that  the  present  inquiry  must   be 
^  ^      *  taken  to  be  quasi-criminal,  and,  therefore,  that  the  Act  which 

makes  stamps  unnecessary  in  criminal  proceedings  would  apply. 

Upon  it  being  proved  that  a  Mr.  Mason's  tenants,  who  were  in 
arrear  of  rent,  had  all  voted  the  way  Mr.  Mason  wished  them,  on 
the  understanding  (as  it  was  submitted)  that  they  should  not  be 
pressed  for  their  rent, 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  the  question  of  whether  a  man 
gave  a  free  vote  was  something  like  the  question  whether  a  man 
made  a  free  will,  and  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  person  having 
influence  and  intentionally  retaining  it,  is  not  alone  evidence  of 
unduly  exercising  that  influence. 


Uie  of ' 
influence  not 
necesBaiily 
corrapt. 
(8)  172. 


Inquiry 
iudiciid  not 
inqoisitoriaL 


Mr.  n,  Jamea  opened  the  Respondent's  case,  and  was  about  to 
call  witnesses,  when 

Mr.  O'Malley  stated  that  Colonel  Gardner  had  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  case  which  had  been  made  out  against  the 
Respondent  was  not  at  all  the  sort  of  case  which  he  had  antici- 
pated that  he  should  have  been  able  to  prove,  and  that  he  felt 
that  he  should  not  be  justified  in  pressing  his  case  any  further. 

Mr.  H.  James,  having  considered  the  Respondent's  position,  said 
that  he  proposed  to  call  the  Respondent,  Mr.  James  Herbert,  and 
Mr.  Bedborough. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  inquired  whether  it  was  proposed  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  recriminatory  charge  against  Colonel  Gardner,  and 

Mr.  JaToea  having  expressed  a  doubt  as  to  the  course  which  he 
should  pursue  on  this  point, 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said : — I  do  not  consider  it  my  duty  to 
attempt  that  which  would  properly  devolve  upon  a  Commission  of 
Inquiry,  if  such  a  Commission  should  issue  in  compliance  with  a 
petition  which  has,  I  understand,  been  presented  to  the  House  of 
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Commons.  I  consider  my  duties  to  be  judicial,  and  not  inquisi- 
torial, except  in  so  far  as  it  would  be  proper  that  I  should  follow 
up  any  clue  which  the  evidence  laid  before  me  by  the  parties  on 
the  one  side  or  the  other  may  furnish.  I  do  not  think  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  to  convert  a  judge  into  a 
magistrate  to  institute  a  preliminary  inquiry.  I  am  the  more 
satisfied  of  that  because  of  the  express  provision  with  reference  to 
the  issuing  of  commissions  of  an  entirely  different  character  from 
that  onder  which  I  now  sit,  in  the  event  of  its  becoming  necessaiy 
to  inquire  into  the  existence  of  comipt  practices  generally.  It  is 
only  where  a  due  to  the  existence  of  such  corrupt  practices  is 
presented  by  the  evidence  properly  and  fonpally  laid  before  me 
that  I  shall  think  it  necessary,  as  at  present  advised,  to  send  for 
parties  and  papers  with  a  view  to  investigate  a  subject  which  I 
consider  to  be  out  of  my  jurisdictioiL 

The  Respondent,  Mr.  Herbert,  and  Mr.  Bedhorough  having  been 
examined,  and  having  contradicted  evidence  which  had  been 
adduced  in  support  of  the  Petitioner's  case,  the  recriminatory 
charge  against  Colonel  Gardner  was  abandoned. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  then  delivered  judgment,  declaring  that 
the  Respondent  was  duly  elected. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said : — ^With  reference  to  the  question  of  OosU. 
costs,  I  am  convinced  that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to 
put  this  question  on  the  same  footing  as  in  ordinary  actions,  and 
that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  costs  ought  to  be  paid  by  the  imsuccess- 
ful  party.  I  am  of  opinion  that  although  the  petition  is  neither 
frivolous  nor  vexatious,  yet  as  it  has  failed,  and  as  there  are  no 
special  circumstances  to  displace  the  general  rule,  I  must  order 
the  Petitioner  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  Respondent. 


CASE   II. 


BOROUGH  OF  NORWICH. 


Beforit  Mr.  Baron  Martin,  January  15,  1869. 


Petitioner:  Jacob  Henry  Tillett 

Respondent :  Sir  Henry  Josias  Stracey,  Bart. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  D.  D.  Keane,  Q.p. ; 

Mr.  Sims  Reeve. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Ashurst  and  Morris  ;  Mr.  Abel  Tillett. 

Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Rod  well,  Q.C.  ;  Serjeant  Sleigh  ;  Mr.  E.  L. 

O'Malley ;  Mr.  Cooper  Wyld. 

Agents :  Mr.  Thomas  Knox  Holmes  ;  Mr.  Skipper  ;  Mr.  Collins. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &a,  and 
claimed  the  seat  upon  a  scrutiny. 

Serjeant  Ballantme  opened  the  Petitioner's  case. 

Evidence  was  then  given  for  the  Petitioner,  in  the  courae  of 
which  it  was  proved  that  a  large  number  of  voters  were  bribed  by 
one  Hardiment,  whose  agency  was  clearly  proved. 

The  following  decisions  were  given  upon  points  raised  in  the 
course  of  the  Petitioner's  case : — 

SnbpoBiiA.  Upon  proof  by  a  witness,  John  Abbott,  that  Thomas  Worledge 

attend.  ^^  keeping  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  being  served  with  a  sub- 

6.  poena,  Serjeant  Ballantine  applied  to  the  Court  for  an  order  for 

the  attendance  of  his  wife,  Mrs.  Worledge,  who  had  not  been 

subpoenaed. 
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Mr.  Baron  Martik  said  that  he  did  not  think  he  had  any 
power  to  grant  such  an  order,  before  they  had  been  served  with 
a  subpoena,  and  that  they  might  have  a  subpoena  issued  from  the 
Court. 

Upon  another  witness,  Mrs.  Hardiment  (who  had  been  subpcenaed 
as  a  witness)  being  called  and  not  answering, 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said : — "  I  will  make  an  order  for  her  to 
come ;  if  witnesses  will  not  come,  I  will  immediately  make  an 
order  for  them  to  come." 

It  having  been  proved  that  one  Hardiment  had  bribed  voters  to  Wording  of 
vote  for  the  Respondent,  and  evidence  having  been  given  by  which  Allegation  aa 
his  agency  was  proved  (as  Mr.  Baron  Martin  said)  up  to  the  hilt,      *^a«en<?y. 

Mr.  RodweU  called  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  the  wording  of 

the  petition.     He  said  that  throughout  the  allegations,  as  well  as 

throughout  the  prayer,  not  one  single  word  was  said  about  bribery 

by  agency.     In  the  third  allegation  the  petition  merely  said  that 

Respondent,  "  by  himself  and  other  persons  on  his  behalf,'*  did  so 

and  so.    He  maintained  that  there  was  a  distinction  between  a 

person  who  committed  the  act  on  the  part  of  the  principal  as  an 

agent,  and  a  person  who  did  so  merely  in  his  behalf.    He  said  that 

the  Judges  had  laid  down  that,  before  a  person  could  be  made 

responsible  for  the  acts  of  another  person  who  had  been  acting  in 

his  behalf,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  act  had  been  done  with  the 

privity,  knowledge,  and  consent  of  the  party  for  whom  it  was 

done;  in  other  words,  it  must  have  been  done  at  the  special 

request  or  instance  of  the  principal     He  must  have  been  the 

person  who  had  furnished  the  money,  and  who  had  given  special 

orders  for  the  act  to  be  done,  before  he  could  be  made  liable  for 

the  act  of  the  other  person.     He  referred  to  several  cases ;  *  and 

contended  that  there  was  a  recognised  distinction  between  the  acts 

of  "  an  agent "  and  the  acts  of  "  a  person  who  did  a  thing  on  behalf 

of  another." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  he  would  not  study  the  wording  of  the 
petition,  but  its  substance. 
Mr.  BodweU  then  cited  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  ss.  43  &  45,  to  show 

1  Hughes  V.  Maralian,  2  C.  &  J.  118 ;  Felton  v.  Easthope,  ''Rogers  on 
iEUetionB,''  p.  328. 
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that  the  Legislature  drew  a  very  clear  distinction  between  acts 
done  ''  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of*'  a  candidate,  and  acts 
done  by  an  agent ;  he  said  that  the  petition  should  be  taken  as  an 
indictment  against  the  Respondent,  and  that  looking  upon  it  as 
such,  it  contained  no  count  by  which  the  Respondent  could  be  put 
upon  his  trial  for  acts  done  by  his  agents. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said : — I  am  very  clearly  of  opinion  that, 
under  the  third  clause  of  this  petition,  it  is  competent  for  the 
Petitioner  to  go  into  any  act  of  bribery  by  the  Respondent 
himself,  and  further,  to  .go  into  acts  of  bribery  by  any  person 
for  whom,  in  law,  the  Respondent  is  responsible,  whether  he 
be  an  agent  directly  appointed  by  the  Respondent,  or  whether 
he  be  a  person  who,  by  reason  of  the  construction  that  has 
been  put  on  these  Acts  of  Parliament — a  construction  which  to 
some  extent  is  binding — was  acting  on  his  behalf  The  allegation 
in  the  third  clause,  "  other  persons  in  his  behalf,"  means  every 
person  for  whose  act  or  conduct  he  is  responsible.  Under  the  Act 
of  Parliament  it  is  expressed  "  every  person  who  shall  directly 
himself,  or  by  any  other  person  in  his  behalf,"  and  it  is  perfectly 
dear  that  the  meaning  which  is  given  to  "  any  other  person  in  his 
behalf"  is  every  person  other  than  the  candidate  for  whose  act  he 
is  responsible.  You  have  cited  two  cases  with  which  I  was 
famiUar,  and  I  apprehend  those  cases  were  weU  decided.  If  I 
were  sitting  here  trying  an  indictment  or  tiying  an  action  for 
penalty,  before  the  candidate  could  be  made  responsible  for  another, 
for  a  crime  or  penalty,  you  would  have  to  give  evidence  of  direct 
bribery :  but  I  am  not  trying  a  criminal  case,  I  am  trying  a  civil 
case,  and  the  rules  applicable  to  a  civil  case  are  the  rules  appli- 
cable,  I  apprehend,  to  this.  The  law  of  agency  which  would 
vitiate  an  election  is  utterly  different  from  that  which  would  sub- 
ject a  candidate  to  a  penalty,  or  an  indictment,  and  the  question  oi 
his  right  to  sit  in  Parliament  has  to  be  settled  upon  an  entirely 
different  principle.  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  and 
myself  unanimously  came  to  the  conclusion  that  any  person 
authorised  to  canvass  was  an  agent,  and  it  does  not  signify  whether 
he  has  been  forbidden  to  bribe  or  not  If  the  candidate  had  told 
him  honestly,  "  Do  not  bribe ;  I  will  not  be  responsible  for  it ; "  if 
bribery  was  committed,  that  bribery  would  affect  him.    Such  is 
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tlie  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  and 
myself  The  relation  is  more  on  the  principle  of  master  and 
servant  than  of  principd  and  agent  It  has  been  arrived  at  after 
full  consideration,  and  it  is  a  conclusion  by  which  I  am  prepared 
to  abide.  A  master  is  responsible  for  an  act  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  his  servant,  notwithstanding  what  directions  he  may  have 
given  him ;  for  instance,  if  he  is  driving  a  carriage,  and  carelessly 
driving  against  another,  does  an  injury ;  and  if  the  Respondent 
had  told  Mr.  Hardiment,  who  is  now  proved  up  to  the  hilt  to  be 
an  agent,  not  to  commit  any  illegal  act,  if  he  did  so  the  Be* 
gpondent  is  responsible  for  it.  It  is  utterly  immaterial  whether 
the  Respondent  had  forbidden  him  to  bribe  if  he  committed 
bribery,  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  destroy  his  status  as  a 
candidate,  render  him  by  law  incapable  of  election,  and  make 
eveiy  vote  given  to  him  void. 

Mr.  RodweUy  Q.C.,  opened  the  Respondent's  case : — 

Witnesses  were  then  called  for  the  Respondent.  Evidence  was 
given  to  rebut  that  by  which  Hardiment's  agency  had  been  proved, 
and  the  Respondent  was  called  to  deny  any  knowledge  or  parti- 
cipation in  the  bribery. 

Witnesses  were  also  called  to  prove  the  recriminatory  charge 
against  the  Petitioner,  but  they  failed  to  establish  a  case,  and 
thereupon 

Serjeant  BcUlantine  said  on  behalf  of  the  Petitioner  that  it  was 
not  his  intention  to  press  his  claim  to  the  seat  on  a  scrutiny. 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  then  delivered  judgment,  declaring  that  the 
Respondent  was  unseated  on  the  ground  of  bribery  by  agents,  but 
absolving  him  from  any  personal  knowledge  of  it. 

Mr.  Keane,  Q.C.,  applied  to  the  Court  to  decide  the  question  of  Cogta. 
costs. 

Baron  Martin  said, — Costs  will  follow  the  events. 

Mr.  RodweUy  Q.C. : — ^There  is  one  very  serious  part  of  this 
matter  in  which  the  Petitioner  has  failed  and  we  have  succeeded, 
and  I  submit  that  we  ought  to  have  costs  with  regard  to  this. 
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Baron  Mabtin  : — ^The  costs  to  which  the  Petitioner  is  entitled 
are  those  which  have  been  incurred  by  him  in  respect  of  showing 
his  own  freedom  from  bribery  of  every  kind,  and  showing  that 
there  was  bribery  for  which  the  Respondent  was  responsible. 

Mr.  Bodwell  then  objected  to  the  Respondent  paying  the  whole 
costs,  on  the  ground  that  there  were  two  issues,  one  upon  the 
43rd  section  of  the  Act  of  1868,  charging  the  Respondent  with 
personal  bribery,  and  one  upon  the  46th  section,  for  bribery  by 
agents,  and  that  the  Petitioner  having  failed  upon  the  first  of 
these  issues,  the  Respondent  was  entitled  to  these  costs. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  there  was 
only  one  issue,  but  that  before  deciding  the  question  of  costs  he 
would  consult  the  other  Judges. 

Kote. — ^Eventually  the  question  of  costs  was  decided  as  follows : — 

That  the  costs  incident^  to  the  petition  so  far  as  they  relate  to 
the  determination  and  proof  that  the  Respondent  was  not  duly 
elected,  and  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  recrimination  against  the 
Petitioner  under  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  125,  s.  53,  be  paid  by  the  Re- 
spondent to  the  Petitioner,  and  the  costs  of  the  Respondent  in 
meeting  the  claim  that  the  Petitioner  was  duly  elected  and  ought 
to  have  been  returned  be  paid  by  the  Petitioner  to  the  Respondent. 


CASE  III. 

BOROUGH  OF  GUILDFORD. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  Willes,  January  19,  1869. 

♦ 
Petitioners:  Elkins  and  others. 
Respondent:  Mr.  Guildford  Onslow. 
Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Overend,  Q.C.,  Mr.  J.  C.  Mathew. 

Agent:  Mr.  H.  E.  Brown. 
Counsel  for  Respondent:  Serjeant  Sai^ood,  Hon.  K  Ashley. 

Agent:  Mr.  W.  H.  Wyatt. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  but 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

Evidence  was  given  to  prove  corrupt  treating  and  undue  in- 
fluence, but  failed.  In  support  of  the  charge  of  bribery  it  was 
proved  that  two  non-resident  voters  had  their  travelling  expenses 
sent  to  them  as  an  inducement  to  come  up  and  vote,  but  the 
agency  of  the  sender  was  not  established. 

In  the  course  of  the  case : — 

A  witness,  Cawson,  proved  that  he  had  received  a  letter  from  Agency  need 

not  be  estik- 

one  Handford,  promising  to  pay  his  (Cawson's)  travelling  ezpensea  bliahed  before 

He  had  subsequently  returned  the  letter  to  Handford,   at  his  ^J^^^. 

request.  ^  ^  ^"^ 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  before  the  letter  was  called  for,  Hand-  (2)  163. 

ford  must  be  put  into  the  box. 
Handford  having  proved  that  he  had  lost  or  destroyed  that  letter, 
Mr.  Overend,  for  the  Petitioners,  proposed  to  give  secondary 

evidence  of  its  contents. 
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Serjeant  Sargoody  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  this,  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  not  been  proved  that  Handford  was  the  Re- 
spondent's agent,  or  that  he  had  anything  to  do  with  him. 

(2)  175.  Mr.  Justice  Willes : — ^The  objection  is,  in  effect,  that  no  proof  of 

Handford's  agency  has  yet  been  given,  but  the  act*  removes  that 
objection,  for  it  says  that  proof  of  corrupt  practices  may  be  given 
before  proof  of  agency,  unless  the  judge  in  his  discretion  should 
change  the  order,  or,  rather,  should  direct  counsel  to  change  the 
order  of  proceeding.  But  how  can  I  properly  exercise  that  dis- 
cretion against  the  Petitioners'  case  at  present  ?  It  would  be  a 
prejudgment.  If  agency  were  not  proved  this  would  fall  to  the 
ground ;  there  is  no  question  of  scrutiny  under  the  present  peti- 
tion, but  if  agency  be  proved  there  will  arise  a  question  somewhat 
analogous  to  that  in  the  Slade'  case,  whether  the  corpus  delicti  is 
made  out,  and  if  so  whether  it  is  at  the  expense  of  the  agent,  in 
which  case  the  election  would  be  void ;  or  whether  it  is  also  made 
out  against  the  Respondent,  in  which  case  the  penal  consequences 
which  are  introduced  by  the  new  act  would  inevitably  follow. 

(2)  177.  I  do  not  at  present  see  that  I  have  any  discretion  in  the  matter, 

because  the  Petitioners  have  opened  a  case  of  agency ;  if  they  suc- 
ceed in  proving  it,  this  will  then  become  important. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  in  his  judgment  declared  the  Respondent 
duly  elected. 
Votar  dia-  Referring  to  a  case  in  which   the   Petitioners  had  proved  an 

qualified  from  i    •! 

non-reridence,  attempt  to  bnbe  two  men  whose  names  were  on  the  register,  but 
a  18  1**79  ^^^  ^^  become  disqualified  from  voting  by  reason  of  non- 
may  be  bribed,   residence,  he  said,  with  reference  to  their  disqualification,  "  These 

men  were  in  the  employment  of  the  Ordnance  Survey,  and  were 
on  the  register  prior  to  the  election.  Being  so,  they  had  the 
power  to  vote,  but  before  the  election  occurred  they  ceased  to 
reside  at  Guildford,  not  temporarily  but  permanently,  and  had  no 
residence  but  that  in  Chester  at  the  time  of  the  election.  They 
had,  therefore,  no  right  to  vote.  It  is  clearly  so  laid  down  in 
the  Act* ;"  and  with  reference  to  the  bribery  of  disqualified  voters, 

>  31  &  32  Vict,  c  126,  8.  17. 
'  Cooper  17.  Slade,  6  E.  &  B.    25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  324. 
»  6  &  7  Vict,  c  18,  8.  79. 
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^It  struck  me  at  first  that  the  law  respecting  bribery  applied 
only  to  persons  entitled  to  vote,  but  that  is  not  so ;  the  law  applies  . 
also  to  a  person  who  may  be  priTnd  facie  entitled  to  vote ;  it  is 
said  expressly  in  17  &  18  Vict.,  a  102,  s.  38,  that  the  word  voter 
shall  mean  any  person  who  has  or  claims  to  have  a  right  to  vote 
in  tbe  election  of  a  member." 

Speaking  as  to  what  might  be  the  effect  of  general  bribery,  he 
said: — 

"It  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  any  inquiry  here  as  to  general  Genenl 
bribery.  We  have  no  evidence  whatever  of  the  prevalence  of  ^"""^P'""^ 
general  bribery  at  the  election.  But  do  not  be  mistaken  and  sup- 
pose that  because  these  inquiries  turn  upon  individual  cases,  and 
upon  whether  these  cases  are  traced  to  the  member  or  his  agents, 
that  general  corruption  quite  apart  from  acts  of  the  members  or 
their  agents  would  not  have  the  effect  of  vitiating  an  election.  It 
clearly  would,  because  it  would  show  that  there  was  no  pure  or 
free  choice  in  the  matter,  that  what  occurred  was  a  sham,  and 
not  a  reality.  This,  however,  is  out  of  question  here.  There  may 
also  be  bribery  so  large  in  amount  as  in  itself  to  furnish  evidence, 
not  indeed  of  general  bribery,  but  of  bribery  coming  from  a  fund 
with  which  it  is  impossible,  as  a  matter  of  common  sense  not  to 
conclude  that  the  member  or  at  least  an  agent  of  his  was  ac- 
quainted. In  that  case  the  proper  result  would  be  the  vitiation 
of  the  election,  because  the  bribery  was  of  such  an  extent  as 
mnst  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  member  or  his  agent." 

As  to  costs  he  said  : — "  Inasmuch  as  the  petition  was  founded  Costa, 
iipon  strong  primd  fade  grounds,  and  attended  with  reasonable 
and  probable  cause  for  pursuing  the  inquiry  to  a  termination,  I 
cannot  visit  the  Petitioners  with  costs ;  each  party  must  bear  and 
pay  their  own  costs." 


CASE  IV. 


BOEOUGH  OF  BEWDLEY. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  Blackburn,  January  19,  1869. 


Petitioners:  Mr.  Charles  Stuige,  and  Mr.  George  Baldwin. 

Respondent:  Sir  Richard  Glass. 

Counsel  for  the  Petitioners:  Mr.  Fitzjames  Stephen,  Q.C.,  Hon.  E.  Chandos 

Leigh,  Mr.  Lewis  Stuige. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Chilton,  Burton,  Yeates,  and  Hart,  and  Mr.  William  Morgan. 

Counsel  for  the  Respondent :  Mr.  Hardinge  Giffard,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Poland. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Lawrence,  Plews,  and  Boyer. 


Bxaminakion 
of  witness  not 
down  in  the 
])articiikn  to 
be  postponed. 
2. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
prayed  the  seat  on  behalf  of  the  other  candidate,  Mr.  Thomas 
Lloyd. 

It  was  proved  that  a  large  number  of  public-houses  were 
habitually  open  during  the  election ;  that  whoever  went  in  there 
got  drink  as  he  wished,  and  that  all  this  drink  was  ordered  and 
controlled  by  a  clerk  of  the  Respondent's  agent. 

Evidence  was  also  given  as  to  the  employment  of  watchers,  but 
it  was  not  shown  that  they  were  so  employed  for  the  purpose  of 
influencing  their  votes. 

In  the  course  of  the  case  : — 

Upon  one  Fort  being  called  as  a  witness  for  the  Petitioners,  and 
being  asked  questions,  with  a  view  of  showing  that  he  had  been 
bribed,  it  was  objected  that  his  name  was  not  included  in  the 
particulars. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn  observed  that,  as  particulars  had  been 
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fumisiied,  to  commence  with  a  case  in  which  no  notice  had  been 
given,  might  take  the  other  side  by  surprise,  and  that  it  would  be 
fair  and  right  that  the  case  should  stand  over  till  later  in  the 
inquiry. 
Thomas  Wood,  who  had  previously  made  a  statement  to  the  Previous  state- 

T»««f  t  •  1  !•  i-i*      ment  of  wit- 

retitioner  s  agent,  which  statement  was  at  the  time  taken  down  m  ness  not 
writing,  said,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  to  him  about  the  matter  ^^"^^  ^ 
by  the  Petitioner's  counsel,  that  he  did  not  remember  the  sub-  7" 
stance  of  the  statement. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  he  would  allow  a  leading 
question  to  be  put  upon  the  subject,  but  that  the  rule  was  that 
a  previous  statement  of  a  witness  diflFering  from  what  he  stated  on 
his  oath  in  Court,  might  be  proved  to  shake  his  evidence,  but  could 
not  be  used  as  evidence  in  chief. 

John  Goodwin,  having  stated  that  the  Respondent,  himself,  and  Evidence  of 
several  other  persons  were  together  in  a  public-house,  and  that  in  29. 
the  presence  of  the  Respondent  one  of  those  persons  asked  the 
witness  if  he  would  have  anjrthing  to  drink,  it  was  objected  that 
this  was  no  evidence  that  this  treating  was  by  the  authority  of 
the  Respondent ;  but 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  ruled  that  anything  done  in  the 
Respondent's  presence  which  would  tend  to  show  that  he  was 
aware  that  liquor  was  given  gratis  was  relevant  (the  weight 
to  be  attached  to  it  being  greater  or  less,  according  to  circum- 
stances), as  tending  to  show  that  in  the  words  of  the  Act  he  was 

accessory  to  treating. 

* 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  in  his  judgment  declared  the  election 
void  on  the  ground  of  corrupt  treating. 

As  to  the  question  of  agency,  he  said  : — "  No  one  can  lay  down  What  consti- 
a  precise  rule  as  to  what  would  constitute  evidence  of  being  an  of  agency, 
agent     Every  instance  in  which  it  is  shown  that,  either  with  the  ^^**of**^ 
knowledge   of   the    member    or    candidate    himself,   or  to    the  agency- 
knowledge  of  his  agents  who  had  employment  from  him,  a  person 
acts  at  all  in  furthering  the  election  for  him,  in  trying  to  get 
votes  for  him,  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  person  so 
acting  was  authorised  to  act  as  his  agent.     It  is  by  no  means 
essential  that  it  should  b^  shown  that  a  person  so  employed,  in 
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order  to  be  an  agent  for  that  purpose,  is  paid  in  the  slightei 
degree,  or  is  in  the  nature  of  being  a  paid  person.  But  it  is 
question  what  is  suflScient  evidence  upon  that  point  I  shou] 
apprehend  that  when  there  is  evidence  given,  as  in  this  case,  tb^ 
when  the  candidate  is  going  about  canvassing,  a  gentleman  go< 
previously  and  requests  voters,  is  some  such  way  as  this — ^'Wi 
you  meet  Sir  Richard  Glass  in  such  and  such  a  place  ? '  and  the 
when  he  comes  to  that  place  says,  'Here  is  Sir  Richard  Gla 
come  to  ask  for  your  vote ; '  or  says  to  the  person  what  woul 
certainly  be  implied  or  imderstood,  *Here  is  Sir  Richard,  fi 
whom  I  wish  you  to  vote,' — all  that  is  evidence  to  show  that  tl 
person  was  an  agent.  And  I  take  it  that  the  question  for  tl 
Court  sitting  to  try  the  case  comes  ultimately  to  be,  wheth< 
upon  the  aggregate  of  all  these  things  taken  together,  of  whic 
each  in  itself  is  little,  but  is  certainly  some  evidence,  the  perse 
is  shown  to  have  been  employed  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  hi] 
an  agent,  for  whom  the  candidate  would  be  responsible.  I  take 
that  in  each  case  the  Judge  must  bring  common  sense  to  bci 
upon  it,  and  satisfy  himself  whether  it  is  sufficient  or  not.  I  < 
not  think  that  such  a  question  as  that  would  turn  upon  minu 
particulars  as  to  what  particular  words  were  used,  or  wbj 
particular  thing  was  done,  but  upon  the  common-sense  bros 
view  of  it" 

He  then  said  that  in  the  present  case  he  felt  no  difficult 
because  it  was  proved  that  the  Respondent  deposited  as  much  ] 
11,000Z.  in  the  hands  of  one  Pardee,  directing  him  in  his  lette 
to  apply  that  money  honestly,  but  not  exei*ci8ing  either  personall 
or  by  any  one  else,  any  control  over  the  manner  in  which  that  mont 
was  spent,  and  not,  in  fact,  knowing  how  it  was  spent  "  XJpc 
that,''  he  said,  **  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  tl 
Respondent  made  Pardee  his  agent  for  the  election  to  almost  tl 
fullest  extent  to  which  agency  can  be  given.  A  person  proved  1 
be  an  agent  to  this  extent  is  not  only  himself  an  agent  of  tl 
candidate,  but  also  makes  those  agents  whom  he  employs.  Tl 
extent  to  which  a  person  is  an  agent  differs  according  to  what  I 
is  shown  to  have  done.  An  agent  employed  so  extensively  i 
is  shown  here,  makes  the  candidate  responsible,  not  only  for  h 
own  acts,  but  also  for  the  acts  of  those  whom  he,  the  agent,  did  { 
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em}do7,  even  though  they  are  persons  whom  the  candidate  might 
not  know  or  be  brought  in  personal  contact  with.  The  analogy 
which  I  put  in  the  course  of  the  case  is  a  strong  one,  I  mean  that 
of  the  liability  of  the  Sheriff  for  the  under-Sberiff,  when  he  is  not 
merely  responsible  for  the  acts  which  he  himself  has  done,  but  also 
for  the  acts  of  those  whom  the  under-Sheriff  employs,  and  not  only 
responsible  for  the  acts  done  by  virtue  of  the  mandate,  but  also 
f(ff  the  acts  done  under  colour  of  the  mandate,  matters  which  have 
been  carried  very  £sur  indeed  in  relation  to  the  Sheriff." 

Applying  the  principle  thus  laid  down  to  the  case  of  one 
Bormish,  a  clerk  to  Pardee,  he  said  : — 

''Every  person  employed  in  the  election  by  Pardee  is  an  agent 
of  the  Bespondent.  Burmish  was  so  employed,  and  if  he  had 
ordered  drink  and  treating  without  authority  from  any  body,  and 
had  paid  for  it  out  of  his  own  pocket,  that  of  itself  would  have  been 
BofSdent  to  avoid  the  election." 

Upon  the  general  question  of  treating,  he  said,  after  citing  Proof  of  eor- 
17  &  18  Vict,  c  102,  s.  4  : — "  Looking  at  those  words,  it  is  plain  ^tontioii. 
that  those  who  prepared  the  Act  have  endeavoured  to  take  in 
almost  everything  that  could  possibly  be  taken  in,  but  they  have 
very  properly  and  wisely  governed  it  all  by  the  word  *  coiTuptly.' 
Ab  to  this  word  *  corruptly,'  the  true  construction  of  the  Act  is 
that  which  was  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Willes  in  giving  his  opinion 
in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  Cooper  v.  Blade,  namely,  that 
*  corruptly  *  there  does  not  mean  wickedly,  or  immorally,  or  dis- 
Inmestly,  or  anything  of  that  sort,  but  with  the  object  and  intention 
of  doing  that  which  the  Legislature  plainly  means  to  forbid.    In 
fcct,  giving  meat  or  drink  is  treating,  when  the  person  who  gives 
it  has  an  intention  of  treating — not  otherwise ;  and  in  all  cases 
^ere  there  is  any  evidence  to  show  that  meat  or  drink  ha£  been 
Si^en,  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  Judge  whether  the  intention 
^  made  out  by  the  evidence,  which  in  every  individual  case  must 
^d  upon  its  own  grounds ;  and  although  each  individual  case 
^y  be  a  mere  feather^s  weight  by  itself,  and  so  small  that  one 
Would  not  act  upon  it,  yet  if  there  is  a  large  number  of  such  cases^ 
ft  large  number  of  slight  cases  will  together  make  a  strong  one ; 
tod  consequently  it  must  always  be  a  very  important  inquiry  what 
iras  the  scale,  the  amount  and  the  extent  to  which  it  was  done. 

c  2 
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Insufficient 
return  by 
agent  of 
expenses  is 
eyidence  of 
knowledge  on 
his  part  of 
corrupt  prac- 
tices. 


Employment  of 
watchers  a  cor- 
rupt practice. 


In  considering  what  is  corrupt  treating  and  what  is  not,  we  must 
look  broadly  to  the  common  sense  of  the  thing.  There  is  an  old 
legal  maxim,  'Inter  apices  juris  summa  injuria*  To  go  by 
the  strict  letter  of  the  law  often  would  produce  very  grave  wrong 
If  we  were  to  say  that  an  election  was  void  upon  a  single  case  of 
that  sort,  we  should  be  going  to  the  ' apices  juris*  and  the  result 
would  be  '  summa  injuria^*  Therefore  the  inquiry  must  be  as  to 
the  extent  and  amount  of  such  cases." 

Speaking  with  reference  to  the  return  of  the  election  expenses, 
he  said : — 

"  When  you  look  at  the  mode  in  which  these  election  expenses 
were  returned  by  the  Respondent's  agent,  carefully  avoiding  return- 
ing any  considerable  items  that  had  been  actually  paid  before, 
sums  which  you  cannot  possibly  suppose  were  omitted  by  accident, 
such  as  120i.  or  90i.,  and  also  the  not  complying  with  the  pro- 
visions of  26  Vict,  a  29,  s.  4,  by  returning  what  were  the  expenses 
incurred,  whether  paid  or  not,  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  coming  to 
the  conclusion  that  all  this  was  done  simply  to  baffle  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  to  render  it  a  nullity,  and  to  prevent  it  being  known 
how  the  money  was  spent.  All  that  is  evidence  that  the  Respon- 
dent's agent  knew  perfectly  well  that  the  money  was  bestowed  for 
purposes  that  would  not  bear  the  light  of  day.  I  must,  therefore, 
find  the  Respondent's  agent  personally  guilty  of  corrupt  treating." 

As  to  the  employment  of  watchers,  he  said : — "  It  comes  within 
all  the  mischief  of  treating.  In  the  first  place,  it  indirectly 
influences  the  men,  whether  voters  or  not ;  if  they  are  not  voters 
it  indirectly  influences  all  their  friends  and  other  voters.  In  the 
second  place,  when  it  is  given  to  voters,  it  would  in  all  human 
probability  lead  to  an  expenditure  by  them  in  public-houses  and 
elsewhere,  which  would  indirectly  influence  vomers.  In  that  way 
it  falls  within  all  the  mischief  of  treating,  but  no  statute  has  yet 
been  passed  rendering  it  of  the  same  eflfect  as  treating."  He  subse- 
quently said  that  he  considered  this  to  be  a  corrupt  practice,  and 
that  as  such  he  must  report  it  to  the  Speaker.* 


% 


♦  His  report  as  to  this  was  as  follows : — "  That  it  was  proved  that  a  practice 
extensively  prevailed  on  both  sides  of  employing  and  paying  a  large  number  of 
persons  as  what  was  called  '  watchers/  who  rendered  no  service  of  any  value  in 
retnm.    That  this  practice  appears  to  have  been  kept  up  at  Bewdley  because  it 
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In  dealing  with  the  evidence  aflTecting  the  personal  guilt  of  the 
Respondent,  he  said : — 

"  In  paying  money  to  a  person  not  declared  to  be  his  election  What  is  eyi- 
agent,  the  Respondent  was  in  the  most  direct  terms  acting  con-  pondent  being 
traiy  to  26  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  4.     Besides  I  cannot  in  the  sUghtest  ^^^ 
degree  doubt  that  if  a  fund  is  placed  in  the  hands  of  an  agent  by  corrupt 
a  candidate,  and  if  it  is  shown  that  the  agent  expended  it  in 
corrupt  practices  afterwards,  it  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
candidate  pajring  into  those  hands  the  money  that  was  spent  in 
corrapt  practices  was  himself  intending  that  it  should  be  spent  in 
corrupt  practices.     Then  it  seems  to  be  a  question  to  what  extent 
it  was  shown,  if  the  money  was  bestowed  for  corrupt  practices,  that 
the  candidate  who  gave  the  money  was  aware  of  it,  and  in  that 
case,  also,  the  extent  to  which  it  was  shown  that  there  were'  corrupt 
practices,  would  be  very  material     I  think,  if  it  were  shown  that 
there  had  been  here,  as  in  many  other  boroughs  in  former  times, 
and  it  may  be  now,  extensive  bribery,  a  large  number  of  people 
bribed,  corrupt  clubs  paid  money,  and  so  forth,  it  would  be  a  very 
serious  question  whether  the  candidate,  in  putting  money  into  the 
bands  of  his  agents,  was  not  personally  cognisant  of  it.    But  it  does 
not  come  to  any  such  question  here." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  that  "  as  the  Petitioners  had  succeeded  in  ^^^^'^ 
showing  that  the  election  had  been  avoided  by  the  acts  of  persons 
for  wbora  the  Respondent  was  responsible,  the  primdfdcie  general 
rule  that  the  successful  party  has  his  costs  must  prevail.  If  it 
appeared  that  there  was  anything  particularly  anno3dng  or  vexa- 
tious, I  would  deduct  that  from  the  costs." 

Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted  that  the  costs  of 
preparation  for  the  scrutiny  ought  not  to  fall  upon  the  Respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  said  that  inasmuch  as  it  might  be  fairly 
presumed  that  if  the  Petitioners  had  proceeded  with  the  scrutiny 
they  would  not  have  been  successful,  his  decision  was  that  the 
Petitioners'  costs  should  be  borne  by  the  Respondent,  except  those 
incurred  solely  and  exclusively  for  the  scrutiny. 

^as  formerly  the  practice  at  old  elections,  and  is  very  objectionable  for  the 
9uat  reasoiLB  as  those  which  have  induced  the  Legislature  to  prohibit  treating." 


CASE  V. 


BOROUGH  OP  LICHFIELD. 

Befobb  Ma  JuBTicx  Willes,  Jakuart  28,  1869. 


Petitioner:  Major  Anson. 

Itegpondent:  Colonel  Dyott. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Powell^  Q.C.|  Mr.  Macnamara. 

Agent:  Mr.  Birch. 
Cotmselfor  Respondent:  Mr.  DowdesweU^  Q.C.,  Mr.  Young. 
Agents:  Mr.  W.  Qreene,  and  Mr.  Dyott. 


ICtfrSed 
womAn  not  to 
be  croflB-ex- 
amined  as  to 
any  oonvena* 
tion  with  her 
husband. 

(2)  19. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
prayed  the  seat* 

The  evidence  related  for  the  most  part  to  cases  of  individual 
bribery  by  offer  of  employments  and  promises  of  situations,  and 
in  one  case  by  a  promise  of  an  order  for  admission  to  a  hospitaL 
No  attempt  was  made  to  show  anything  like  an  organised  system 
of  corruption* 

In  the  course  of  the  case  :— 

A  witness  was  asked  in  cross-examination:-^ 

Q.  Do  you  not  know  that  your  husband  promised  the  Kespon- 
dent  to  vote  for  him  ? — A,  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Have  you  not  heard  from  your  husband  that  he  did 
promise  it  ? 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  :— You  cannot  ask  a  woman  as  to  a  conver- 
sation with  her  husband 


^ 
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Upon  a  witness  giving  evidence  as  to  a  case  of  bribery,  of  a  Rridaioead- 
statement  made  in  the  presence  of  one  Hinkley,  whose  ^ency  gtatementi 
had  not  been  previously  proved,  ™^«  "^  ^ 

V  .  1  n  preeenoe  of  ona 

Mr.  DowdesweU  said  a  question  arose  whether  evidence  of  state-  who  111*7  ^ 
ments  not  made  in  the  presence  of  the  parties  themselves  was  proved  agent, 
admissible.  (2)  69. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said : — ^If  it  shoidd  appear  afterwards  that 
Hinkley  was  not  the  Respondent's  agent,  this  evidence  would  then 
come  to  nothing ;  but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  Hinkley  was  proved  to 
be  the  Respondent's  agent,  the  statements  referred  to  in  the 
evidence  ceased  to  be  behind  the  back  of  the  Respondent,  because 
they  were  made  in  the  face  of  his  agent.  He  coidd  not  at  present 
exclude  statements  made  relevant  to  the  question  of  bribery ;  he 
presumed  the  agency  of  Hinkley  was  going  to  be  proved 

Evidence  having  been  given  that  a  voter  (Rogers)  had  been  Omm  of  calKng 
bribed  by  one  Hinkley,  but  neither  he  nor  his  wife  having  been  to  hAve  been 
called  as  witnesses,  ^^^^ 

tf r.  Justice  WiLLES  said  : — ^Are  you  not  going  to  call  Rogers  or  (2)  76. 
his  wife? 

Mr.  PowM : — No. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes: — ^Whether  they  admit  it  or  deny  it,  it 
seems  to  me  they  ought  to  be  called. 

Ur.  Powell: — ^Rogers  having  voted  for  the  Respondent,  we 
thought  we  would  not  call  hinu 

Ur.  Justice  Willes  : — I  do  not  think  that  is  a  reason  for  not 
c&Uing  him  at  alL  It  may  be  right  that  the  onus  should  be  upon 
the  Respondents  of  calling  Hinkley,  but  I  do  not  see  how  you  can 
throw  upon  them  the  burden  of  calling  the  voter  and  his  wife, 
who  are  the  very  persons  upon  whose  evidence  the  question  arises* 
If  neither  of  you  call  those  persons,  I  shall  have  to  call  them. 

Mr.  PaweU: — I  have  not  the  least  objection  to  call  them  for  the 
infonnation  of  the  Court 

They  were  then  called. 

It  having  been  proved  that  one  Wilson,  after  being  canvassed  by  Bffeet  of  <me 
^  agent  of  the  Respondent  on  the  morning  of  the  polling  day,  irtio^  tl^ 
tod  after  refusing  to  promise  his  vote,  was  told  by  the  agent  to  go  (2)  192* 
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and  get  something  to  drink;  eventually  he  voted  for  the  Petitioner; 
whereupon 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  took  occasion  to  intimate  that  there  might 
be  cases,  which,  if  they  stood  alone,  would  come  under  section  23 
of  17  &  18  Vict  c.  102,  and  would  not  be  enough  to  upset  an 
election,  but  that  if  there  were  many  of  them  they  would  be 
suflBcient  to  do  so  under  section  4. 


Discrediting 
own  witness. 

(3)  91. 


A  witness  (Barlow)  was  called  to  prove  that  Respondent  had 
promised  him  a  place  in  a  hospital  if  he  would  vote  for  him ; 
Barlow  would  not  admit  this,  and  upon  that  a  witness  (Walmsley) 
was  called  to  prove  that  Barlow  had  before  admitted  it  to  him. 

Q.  State  what  Bai'low  said  respecting  the  Respondent — A.  I 
asked  Barlow  why  he  was  going  to  vote  for  the  other  party 
(meaning  the  Respondent)  ?  He  said  they  had  promised  him  a 
place  in  the  hospital. 

Q,  Have  you  had  any  conversation  with  him  since  then  about 
that  statement? — A,  I  asked  him  on  the  morning  of  the  election 
whether  he  had  made  up  his  mind  which  way  he  was  going  to 
vote.     He  said  he  did  not  know  yet. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  : — I  think  I  ought  to  interpose.  All  you 
can  ask  this  witness  is  in  the  very  words  that  you  put  to  Barlow. 
Ask  him  whether  Barlow  did  say  that  to  him.  That  ought  to 
conclude  his  examination. 

Mr.  Macnamara  (to  witness)  : — Did  Barlow  say  to  you  or  did 
he  not  say  to  you  that  the  Respondent  had  promised  to  get  him  a 
place  in  the  hospital  ? — A,  Yes. 


Presence  of 
Respondent  at 
publiC'honse 
not  condnsive 
evidence  of 
treating,  unless 
amount  con- 
sumed is 
extraordinary. 

(3)  854. 


In  support  of  the  charge  of  treating  it  was  proved  that  a  consi- 
derable amount  of  drinking  had  been  going  on  at  a  public-house 
while  the  Respondent  was  there  addressing  a  meeting. 

Mr.  Powell,  for  the  Petitioner,  asked  whether  the  Court 
thought  that  he  should  call  the  landlord  of  the  public-house  in 
question  ? 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  intimated  that  it  was  his  impression  that  a 
case  of  treating  was  not  proved  by  merely  showing  that  a  candi- 
date went  to  a  public-house  to  address  a  meeting  where  drinking 
was  going  on,  unless  it  was  proved  that  the  drinking  was  more 
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than  might  be  expected  to  take  place  at  a  house  where  people  met 
together.  It  did  not  appear  to  him  that  that  would  be  sufficient 
to  bring  his  mind  to  the  conclusion  that  necessarily  t\\^  candidate 
paid  for  the  drink  that  was  there  supplied.  A  case  of  treating 
was  not  made  out  unless  it  was  shown  that  an  extraordinary 
amount  of  drink  was  consumed  which  could  not  have  been  paid 
for  by  the  persons  thera  As  to  calling  the  landlord,  he  must  leave 
that  to  counseFs  own  discretion. 

It  being  admitted  by  the  Respondent  that  one  Coxon  went  Agent  to 


canvam. 


loimd  with  him  and  canvassed  the  electors, 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said : — I  think  it  may  be  taken  that  those 
who  have  hitherto  had  the  decision  of  election  cases  have  held  that 
an  agent  to  canvass  would  be  an  agent  within  the  statute. 


It  having  been  stated   on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  that  he  Committee- 
employed  no  committee,  but  that  there  were  persons  who  acted  in  (4)  23. 
drawing  up  cards,  and  so  forth, 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said: — That  is  the  modem  fashion  ap- 
parently ;  but  persons  who  do  what  committee-men  formerly  did, 
and  are  seen  taking  an  active  part,  are  just  as  much  committee- 
men as  if  they  were  called  so. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  in  his  judgment  declared  the  Respondent 
dtily  elected. 
He  said,  in  the  course  of  it,  as  to  undue  influence : — "  The  proper  Undue  in- 

^  p  .  .  .  .  .       ,  fluence  defined. 

aefimtion  of  that  undue  influence,  which  was  dealt  with  in  17  &  ^7  4.  ^3  yj^ 
IS  Yict.  c.  102,  8.  5,  is  using  any  violence  or  threatening  any  c«  i<>2,  b.  6. 
^anaage,  or  resorting  to  any  fraudulent  contrivance  to  restrain  the 
liberty  of  a  voter  so  as  either  to  compel  or  frighten  him   into 
voting  or  abstaining  from  voting  otherwise  than  he  freely  wills." 

Aa  to  treating,  he  said : — "  It  may  be  doubted  whether  treating,  Wben  treating 
lu  the  sense  of  ingratiation  by  mere  hospitality,  even  to  the  extent  elwtioiJ" 
^  profusion,  was  struck  at  by  the  common  law.     It  is,  however,   17  &  18  Vict 
<*rtain  that  it  is  now  forbidden,  under  penalties,  by  the  17th  &  ^'       ,^- 
WthVict  c.  102,  whenever  it  is  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of 
Pwnpering  people's  appetites,  and  thereby  inducing  electors  either 
^  vote  or  to  abstain  from  voting  otherwise  than  they  would  have 
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done  if  their  palates  had  not  been  tickled  by  eating  and  drinking 
supplied  by  the  candidates;  and  it  is  certain  that  by  the  36th 
section  of  that  Act,  any  candidate  who  by  himself  or  his  agents 
resorted  to  treating  aa  a  means  of  being  elected,  not  only  spends 
his  money  at  the  time,  but  does  so  with  a  certainty  that  if  he  be 
detected,  or  if  any  of  his  agents  even  without  his  knowledge  or 
authority  should  have  treated  electors,  the  seat  gained  under  such 
circumstances  is  forfeited,  even  although  the  majority  might  not 
be  composed  of  persons  so  treated." 

As  to  the  proof  of  treating,  he  said : — "  In  order  to  prove  treat- 
ing it  must  be  shown,  not  merely  that  eating  and  drinking  went 
on  during  the  election,  and  went  on  under  the  eyes  of  the  candi- 
date (eating  and  drinking  must  always  go  on),  but  it  must  be 
shown  that  the  eating  and  drinking  was  supplied  at  the  expense 
or  upon  the  credit  of  the  candidate,  either  by  his  authority  or  by 
the  authority  of  one  or  more  of  his  agents  in  order  to  influence 
voters." 

As  to  bribery,  he  said : — "  With  respect  to  bribery,  the  law  is 
perfectly  clear.  Bribery  at  common  law,  equally  as  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  avoided  any  election  at  which  it  occurred.  If  there 
were  general  bribery,  no  matter  from  what  fund  or  by  what 
person,  and  although  the  sitting  member  and  his  agents  had 
nothing  to  do  with  it,  it  would  defeat  an  election,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  a  proceeding  pure  and  free,  as  an  election  ought  to 
be,  but  that  it  was  corrupted  and  vitiated  by  an  influence  which, 
coming  from  no  matter  what  quarter,  had  defeated  it  and  shown  it 
to  be  abortive," 

As  to  bribery  by  agents,  he  said : — "  If  it  were  shown  that  the 
agent  of  the  member  bribed  even  without  the  authority,  and  con- 
trary to  the  express  orders,  of  the  member,  his  seat  was  forfeited 
— not  by  way  of  punishment  to  the  member,  but  in  order  to  avoid 
the  danger  that  would  exist  if  persons  subordinate  to  the  candi- 
date during  an  election  were  led  away,  by  their  desire  to  benefit 
their  superior,  into  illegal  acts,  the  precise  extent  of  which  it  was 
difficult  to  prove,  but  a  single  one  of  which,  if  proved,  it  was  the 
policy  of  the  law  to  hold,  would  have  the  effect  of  avoiding  the  pro- 
ceeding. That  a  Member  was  thus  answerable  for  his  agent  at 
common  law — ^his  agent  in  the  sense  of  conducting  the  election. 
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not  merely  in  the  sense  of  being  authorised  to  bribe — ^is  perfectly 
clear.  It  was  so  laid  down  as  clear  by  Lord  Tenteixlen,  before  the 
Act  of  the  17th  A  18th  Vict.  c.  102,  a  36.  That  section  where  it 
speaks  of  agents  must  be  construed  by  the  light  of  the  common 
law,  and  must  be  read  as  including  agents  authorised  in  the 
condact  of  the  election  or  to  canvass,  and  not  merely  agents 
aatlionsed  to  bribe.  If  there  could  be  any  doubt  that  such  was 
the  law,  that  doubt  is  set  at  rest  by  the  43rd  and  following 
sections  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  by  the  former 
of  irfaich,  the  43rd,  bribery  committed  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  a  Member  subjected  him  for  seven  years  to  the  dis- 
ability of  being  returned  to  Parliament,  of  voting  at  an  election, 
or  of  holding  any  judicial  office.  That  43rd  section  leaves  the 
case  of  bribery  by  agents  to  be  dealt  with  by  those  which  follow, 
and  the  result  is  clear.  I  have  been  thus  elaborate  in  stating  the 
lesolt  of  the  law  on  the  subject,  in  consequence  of  doubts  which 
lukve  been  thrown  out  of  late  as  to  whether  a  single  act  of  bribery 
pro?ed  either  against  a  Member  or  against  his  agent  engaged  in 
the  conduct  of  an  election  will  have  the  effect  of  defeating  the 
election.'* 

Passing  on  to  specific  instances  of  alleged  bribery,  he  said,  as  to  Corrupt 
the  case  of  one  Barlow,  whom  the  Petitioners  alleged  to  have  been  P™""^ 
bribed  by  a  promise  of  a  place  in  a  hospital, — "  Barlow  was  an  evidenoe 
old  man  in  years  and  failing,  and  was  very  desirous  of  getting  '^®^*""*^' 
into  St  John's  hospital     Barlow  knew  that  the  Respondent's  not  neceBsariiy 
ftgent,  Qreene,  had  some  interest  at  the  hospital     In  the  conversa^  corrupt, 
tion  in  which  Barlow  was  canvassed  by  Greene,  he  expressed  a 
<io8ire  to  be  taken  into  the  hospital ;   Qreene  gave  him  an  answer 
vhich  rather  put  him  off  than  promised  hinu     Barlow  knew  well 
beforehand  that  Qreene  had  an  interest  at  the  hospital,  and 
Greene  knew  well  beforehand  that  Barlow  would  like  to  be  taken 
into  the  hospital    That  being  so,  the  conversation  amounted  to  * 
i^othing  more  than  putting  into  words  what  each  knew  before,  and 
^  not  amount  to  a  promise  that  he  should  be  taken  into  the 
^^tal  if  he  voted^  as  he  afterwards  did,  for  the  Bespondent.    To 
P^e  a  corrupt  promise,  as  good  evidence  is  required  of  that 
P^'^'nuse  ill^ally  made,  as  would  be  required  if  the  promise  were  a 
'^  (me,  to  sustain  an  action  by  Barlow  against  the  Bespondent 
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Upon  Barlow  voting  for  him,  for  not  procuring  or  trying  to  procure 
him  a  place  in  the  hospital. 

"  The  law  cannot  strike  at  the  existence  of  influence.  The  law 
can  no  more  take  away  from  a  man  who  has  property  or  who  can 
give  employment  the  insensible  but  powerful  influence  he  has 
over  those  whom,  if  he  has  a  heart,  he  'can  benefit  by  the  proper 
use  of  his  wealth,  than  the  law  could  take  away  his  honesty,  his 
good  feeling,  his  courage,  his  good  looks,  or  any  other  qualities 
which  give  a  man  influence  over  his  fellows.  It  is  the  abuse  of 
influence  with  which  alone  the  law  can  deal.  Influence  cannot  be 
said  to  be  abused  because  it  exists  and  operates.  It  is  only 
abused  in  cases  of  this  kind  where  an  inducement  is  held  out  by  a 
promise  in  the  terms  of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  2,  a  promise  to 
induce  voters  to  vote  or  not  to  vote  at  an  election." 

As  to  the  case  of  Baxter  he  said : — 

"  Baxter  had  been  in  the  employment  of  Symonds  an  agent  of  the 
Respondent ;  he  left  the  employment  in  1867,  in  consequence  of 
some  dispute  which  had  arisen  between  the  master  and  the  man ; 
but  Baxter  was  anxious  to  get  back  into  Symonds*  employment, 
and  an  insensible  influence  existed  in  consequence  of  this  upon 
the  mind  of  Baxter  at  the  time  when  Baxter  voted  for  the  Re- 
spondent. Baxter  was  taken  back  into  Symonds'  employment 
very  soon  after  the  election,  and  it  was  proved  that  Symonds 
would  not  or  probably  might  not  have  taken  Baxter  back  unless 
he  had  so  voted.  That  does  not  prejudice  the  decision  of  the 
question.  But  it  was  not  proved  that  Symonds  made  any  express 
promise  to  Baxter  to  do  so  ;  it  was  left  to  inference  amounting  to 
suspicion  only,  and  upon  such  inference  and  suspicion  I  must 
decline  to  act  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  election." 

As  to  the  case  of  one  White,  a  case  in  which  it  was  alleged  that 
bribery  had  been  committed  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  by  a  gift 
of  travelling  expenses,  he  said : — It  was  proved  that  one  White, 
a  voter  who  had  ceased  to  reside  in  the  borough,  received  98.  6d. 
in  postage  stamps  for  travelling  expenses  in  a  letter  anonymous, 
but  containing  the  slip  "Vote  for  Dyotf  White  eventually 
did  not  vote  for  the  Respondent  but  for  the  other  candidate. 
In  deciding  whether  the  money  was  sent  with  the  intention  of 
influencing  the  mind  of  the  voter,  it  was  impossible  to  exclude 


THE  LICHFIELD  CASE.  29 

the  fact  that  White  did  not  vote  for  the  Respondent  but  for  the 
other  candidate,  for  as  a  matter  of  result  if  the  case  was  to  be 
judged  of  by  the  result,  White  was  not  influenced.  That,  how- 
ever, he  said,  would  not  prevent  a  bribe  from  being  a  bribe,  since 
a  man  who  votes  for  one  candidate  after  having  received  money 
for  promising  to  vote  for  the  other  is  guilty  of  bribery  equally  as 
if  he  voted  according  to  his  promise,  even  if  at  the  time  he 
promised  he  had  no  intention  of  fulflUing  it.  Neither  is  the 
bribe  the  less  complete  because  the  voter  was  one  who  never  ought 
to  have  voted,  because  he  had  ceased  to  be  resident,  and  had  by 
the  6  Vict,  a  18,  s.  79,  ceased  to  have  a  right  to  vote  at  the  elec- 
tion. The  law  upon  the  subject  of  payment  of  expenses  to  electors 
is  to  be  found  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Blade,  6  House  of  Lords 
ftww,  746,  and  in  the  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87,  a  1,  an  Act  which  was 
passed  soon  after  the  decision  in  that  case  which  says,  **  It  shall 
not  be  lawful  to  pay  any  money  or  give  any  valuable  consideration 
to  a  voter  for  or  in  respect  of  his  travelling  expenses."  The  re- 
mming  enactment  on  the  subject  is  the  Representation  of  the 
People  Act,  1867,  s.  36,  by  which  leaving  the  question  of  giving  a 
hit  to  the  poll  to  a  person  in  the  borough  untouched,  it  is  made 
unlawful  to  pay  either  to  the  voter  or  to  any  person  for  whom  con- 
veyances  are  hired  any  money  on  account  of  conveyances  to  the 
poll 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  case,  and  before  judgment  was  given,      Costs. 

Mr.  Justice  Will£S  asked  whether  either  side  proposed  to  apply 
for  costs  in  the  event  of  a  decision  in  his  favour. 

Mr.  PoweUy  for  the  Petitioner,  said : — I  will  make  a  fair  arrange- 
ment with  my  learned  friend  if  he  likes.  If  he  will  not,  I  will 
not 

Mr.  Dowdeswell,  for  the  Respondent,  said : — I  leave  it  entirely 
hi  your  Lordship's  hands. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  : — ^I  understand  that  neither  party  intends 
to  apply  for  costs  in  any  event. 

Eventually  each  party  paid  their  own  costs. 


CASE  VI. 

BOROUGH  OF  BRADFORD. 

Before  Mb.  Babon  Martin,  Jaxtuart  26,  1869. 


f;  Jolm  Haley,  Charles  Hastings,  Angus  Holden,  Titus  Salt,  jun. 

Respondent :  Henry  William  Ripley. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Metcalfe,  Mr.  Mellor. 

Agents  :  Mr.  Charles  Mills,  Mr.  James  Hargreaves. 

Counsel  for  EespondenU:  Mr.  Overend,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Price,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Littler. 

Agent :  Mr.  David  Little. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  but 
did  not  pray  the  seat 

The  following  special  report  was  made  as  to  the  facts  in  this  case. 

"  It  was  proved  that  the  said  Henry  William  Ripley  had  opened 
an  unlimited  credit  at  his  bankers  in  favour  of  his  agent,  who 
availed  himself  of  it  to  the  extent  of  upwards  of  7,200Z.,  and  who 
fient  to  the  returning  officer  a  mere  abstract  of  totals  of  outlay 
unaccompanied  by  vouchers ;  and  that  this  was  knowingly  done, 
contrary  to  the  statute  26  &  27  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  4.  That  in  one  ward 
of  the  said  borough,  inhabited  principally  by  Irishmen  of  the 
working  class,  large  numbers  were  influenced  by  corrupt  practices^ 
committed  by  the  agents  of  the  said  Henry  William  Ripley,  and 
that  upwards  of  one  hundred  public-houses  and  beer-houses  were 
opened  as  committee-rooms  or  pretended  committee-rooms,  in  the 
interest  of  the  said  Henry  William  Ripley,  where  drink  without 
payment  was  supplied  to  voters,  which  was  afterwards  paid  for  by 
the  agents  of  the  said  Henry  William  Ripley." 
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In  the  oourse  of  the  case  : — 

A  witness  examined  for  the  Petitioners  proved  treating  at  one  of  Any  aoeoant 

^  ^  aent  in  to  Be- 

the  Respondent's  public-houses.  spondent  nuiy 

Mr.  Qiffard  called  for  the  bill  sent  in  to  the  Bespondent.  Primdja^' 

Mr.  Overend,  for  the  Bespondent,  objected  to  producing  it.    The  ®^^f^ 
Petitioners  had  no  right  to  call  for  those  bills  which  the  Bespon-  whether  dls- 
dents  held  to  be  unfounded  claims  which  he  had  resisted  and  upon    ^ 
which  he  denied  his  liability.    The  mere  fact  that  a  claim  had 
been  sent  in  and  received  by  post  or  messenger  by  Bespondent*B 
agent  did  not  make  it  binding  against  the  Bespondent. 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  said : — The  Petitioners  might  call  for  any 
docnment  in  the  possession  of  the  Bespondents ;  upon  the  document 
being  produced,  it  became  evidence  in  the  cause  as  a  document 
coming  from  the  Bespondent's  possession  and  produced  by  him. 
The  Bespondent  might  give  any  explanation  of  it  afterwards.  It 
might  be  strong  evidence  or  it  might  be  worthless,  hut  priind  fouyie 
it  was  evidence. 

• 

A  witness,  Michael  Moran,  examined  for  the  Petitioners,  was  WitnLBu  not  to 
asked  as  to  the  numbers  of  a  committee  which  he  had  assisted  in  oxamined  nntil 
fctming,  and  answered  vaguely.  SZS'^tli. 

Q.  Just  remember  how  many  the  committee  consisted  of? —  j^^ 
A.  Sometimes  more,  sometimes  less. 

Q.  What  was  the  maximum  number  i — A.  Perhaps  twenty. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  a  Mr.  Miles  that  it  was  thirty-five  or  forty  ? 

Mr.  OvereTid,  for  the  Bespondent,  objected.  This  was  not 
eTidenoe.    He  was  not  a  hostile  witness. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — If  the  Petitioners  call  a  witness,  they  must 
call  him  and  deal  with  him  as  at  Nisi  Prius. 

Mr.  Oiffard  said : — In  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  asking  to  be 
Allowed  to  treat  witness  in  a  different  manner  to  ordinaiy  evidence 
in  the  cause,  he  tendered  the  evidence  for  his  Lordship  to  consider 
whether  the  witness  was  hostile. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  the  question  must  not  be  asked.  When 
lie  saw  the  witness  was  hostile  he  would  deal  with  him  accordingly. 
At  presoit  he  saw  nothing  adverse  in  him. 

A  witness,  Michael  Coyne,  examined  for  the  Petitioners,  proved 
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that  at  the  request  of  one  Kitcheman  he  had  signed  a  documen 
which  Kitcheman  had  then  taken  away.  He  was  about  to  stat 
the  substance  of  it  when 

Mr.  Oiffard  called  for  the  document,  and  said  that  notice  t 
produce  had  been  given. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  the  parties  were  the  four  Petitioner 
and  the  Respondent,  and  there  was  notice  to  produce,  which  woul< 
affect  any  document  in  the  possession  of  the  Respondent,  but  no 
any  document  in  the  possession  of  Kitcheman,  even  if  Kitchemai 
was  proved  to  be  an  agent.* 


Paid  canvasser, 
and  one  paid 
to  use  influence. 

Distinction. 

17  &  18  Vict. 
c.  102,  B.  2. 


It  having  been  proved  that  a  number  of  persons  who  wer 
known  to  have  influence  with  the  Irish  voters — of  whom  ther 
were  many  in  the  borough — were  paid  on  behalf  of  the  Responden 
to  use  their  influence  with  these  voters  to  restrain  them  fron 
voting  against  the  Respondent, 

Mr.  Price,  for  the  Respondent,  contended  that  what  was  don 
was  not  distinguishable  from  paid  canvassing — a  thing  which  th 
statute  clearly  did  not  mean  to  forbid. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said : — There  were  a  number  of  voters  whos 
support  it  was  deemed  desirous  to  obtain,  and  money  was  given  t 
a  few  peraons  to  exercise  their  influence  on  those  persons  t 
induce  them  to  refrain  from  voting.  That  seemed  to  him  t- 
come  within  the  very  words  of  the  statute.  It  was  quite  differen 
from  canvassing,  from  paying  a  person  for  his  labour,  and  fo 
using  such  persuasions  as  were  lawful  when  inducing  a  voter  t 
vote. 


Statement  of 
exjienses  con- 
travening. 
26  Vict  c  29, 
B.  4. 

PrimdfaeU 
case  against 
Respondent. 


It  was  proved  that  Respondent's  agent  had  sent  in  to  th 
returning  oflScer  what  purported  to  be  a  detailed  statement  o 
Respondent's  expenses,  but  that  it  consisted  merely  of  heads  o 
expenses,  amounting  in  all  to  JE7211  J  68,  7d,,  amongst  which  wer 
the  following  items : — 


Committee  rooms  and  expenses . 
Messengers,  clerks,  and  canvassers 
Miscellaneous  expenses 


.  £1997  18  3 
.  1973  11  2 
.       225     5     1 


^ 
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The  whole  on  one  sheet  of  paper,  and  without  a  single  voucher 
accompanying  it.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  agent  had  done 
this,  knowing  at  the  time  that  he  was  acting  contrary  to  26  YicL 
a  29,  &  4. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said,  as  to  this,  in  his  judgment: — "My 
impression  is,  that  if  counsel  for  the  Petitioners  had  rested  their 
case  simply  upon  this,  and  had  put  in  this  account,  and  had  proved 
that  no  bills  or  vouchers  had  been  delivered  to  the  returning 
officer,  I  should  have  called  upon  the  Respondent  to  prove  the 
legality  of  every  payment  contained  in  this  account  from  the 
b^inning  to  the  end  of  it.  My  impression  is,  that  that  alone 
would  have  made  a  pri/md  facie  case  against  any  person,  es- 
pecially when  I  call  attention  to  the  amounts  contained  in  that 
paper." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
unseated  on  the  ground  of  corrupt  treating. 

Commenting  on  the  evidence  of  treating,  he  said  : — "  I  mean  to  Treating,  when 
give  my  judgment  on  what  has  been  clearly  established  before  me,  ^^^  ^,^ 
▼iz.,  that  the  Respondent  was  by  his  agents  guilty  of  treating  c-  102,  s.  i. 
withm  the  meaning  of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  4.  The  material 
eyidence  is  as  short  as  possible.  It  is  proved  that  there  were  open 
in  this  town,  by  persons  for  whom  it  is  admitted  Respondent  was 
responsible,  158  public-houses,  and  that  in  115  of  these  public- 
kouses  refreshments  were  supplied.  Counsel  for  Respondent  stated 
tliat  these  refreshments  were  supplied  to  people  who  had  done 
work,  but  the  evidence  is  directly  to  the  contrary.  The  evidence 
is  that  persons  were  admitted  to  these  committee-rooms  ;  that  the 
farce  was  gone  through  of  putting  down  their  names  as  committee- 
Dien ;  and  that  refr^hments  were  supplied  to  them,  whether  they 
^ere  voters  or  non-voters  or  messengers.  It  was  proved  by  the 
Respondent's  own  witnesses  that  directions  were  given  that  at  these 
public-houses  refreshments  were  to  be  aflforded  to  the  persons  who 
came  there,  and  that  they  were  afforded  both  to  voters  and  non- 
voters  and  to  any  person  admitted  to  the  room,  with  the  caution  that 
they  should  not  be  excessive,  but  reasonable.  That  is  the  evidence 
^u  the  part  of  the  Respondent.  The  statute  enacts,  *  That  every 
^^aiMiidate  at  an  election  who  shall  corruptly  give,  or  be  accessory 
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to  giving,  or  shall  pay  any  expenses  incurred  in  eating,  di 
entertainment,  or  provision,  in  order  to  be  elected,  shall  be  « 
guilty  of  the  offence  of  treating;'  and  it  has  been  as 
contravened  by  the  Respondent  as  it  possibly  could  be.** 

Costs.  Costs  follow  the  event 


CASE  VIL 

BOROUGH  OF  BRADFORD. 

Befors  Mb.  Baron  Mabtin,  January  29,  1869. 


Petitioners  :  Samuel  Storey,  Thomas  Gamett 

RespoTtdent :  William  Edward  Forster. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Price,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Waddy. 

Agent :  Mr.  Mumford. 

Oownsdfor  Respondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Bcdlantine,  Mr.  Serjeant  Saigood, 

Mr.  S.  Pope. 

Agent :  Mr.  John  Henry  Wade. 

^  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribeiy,  treating, 
*c.,  but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  appeared  that  a  considerable  number  of  public-houses  were 
^e  use  of  by  committees  acting  for  the  Respondent,  and  that 
^  the  day  of  the  election  refreshment-tickets  were  issued  to  the 
^aembers  of  these  committees ;  but  it  was  shown  that  the  tickets 
^ere,  as  far  as  possible,  distributed  only  among  those  who  were 
w'wt  fide  carrying  on  the  work  of  the  election,  and  that  in  point 
<^f  amount  the  expenditure  thus  incurred  by  the  Respondent  was 
Jiot  unreasonable. 

Some  attempt  was  made  to  prove  bribery  by  gifts  of  money,  but 
the  evidence  on  this  point  was  stated  by  the  Judge  to  be  beneath 
^ntempt. 

In  the  course  of  the^case. 

It  having  been  proved,  in  support  of  the  charge  of  treating,  that 

t>  2 
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Treating  refreshmeDts  were  provided  by  the  Respondent  at  a  number  oi 

corrnptly."     p^blic-houses  for  committee-men  and  others  who  were  engaged  in 

17  &  18  Vict  .  1        r    ^  1         ' 

c  102,  B.  4.      carrying  on  the  work  of  the  election, 

Serjeant  Ballantine,  for  the  Respondents,  admitted  that  refresh- 
ments had  been  supplied  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  at  sixty- 
two  public-houses ;  and  he  said  that  the  act  of  so  providing  them 
was  intentional,  but  he  denied  that  it  was  done  corruptly  to 
influence  voters.  He  contended  that  as  long  as  refreshments 
were  not  provided  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  a  vote,  there  was 
no  law  to  forbid  their  being  provided.  The  word  "corruptly," 
which  governed  the  section  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  4)  relating  to 
this  matter,  meant  more  than  merely  "wilfully,"  otherwise  it 
would  not  be  introduced,  as  the  section  would  be  perfect  without 
it.  But  supposing  "  corruptly"  meant  merely  "  wilfully,"  then  the 
meaning  of  "  wilful "  must  be  governed  by  the  words  "  influencing 
a  voter." 

Mr.  Price,  for  the  Petitioners,  contended  that  the  meaning  of 
"corruptly"  was  merely  "wilfully,"  or  "deliberately,"  simply 
doing  the  thing  forbidden  by  the  statute,  even  if  in  good  faith, 
and  he  quoted  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Slade  in  support  of  his  view. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said,  as  to  this,  in  his  judgment,  "  the  2nd 
section  of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  deals  with  bribery,  and  bribery  is, 
as  ordinarily  understood,  the  giving  of  money.  The  enactment  is, 
'  every  person  who  shall  give  any  money  to  a  voter  to  induce  the 
voter  to  vote  is  declared  to  commit  an  offence.'  There  is  nothing 
there  said  about  '  coiTuptly.'  It  is  simply  the  giving  of  money 
to  induce  a  voter  to  vote  that  is  declared  to  be  an  oflfenca  The 
law  fixes  upon  the  act  of  giving  money  to  a  man  to  vote  ;  every 
man  must  know  that  it  is  an  unlawful  and  wrong  thing  to  give  it ; 
and  every  man  who  receives  it  must  know,  at  least  if  he  be  a  man 
in  a  certain  condition  of  life,  that  he  is  doing  a  dishonest  act  in 
being  bribed.  There  the  Act  stops,  and  there  is  nothing  about 
'  corruptly '  in  it.  It  does  not  apply  to  the  mind  of  the  man  who 
offers,  or  of  him  who  takes  ;  it  turns  upon  the  fact  of  giving  money 
to  a  man  to  vote.  That  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  Act  is  shown 
beyond  all  doubt  by  the  next  two  lines,  which  say,  'or  shall 
corruptly  do  any  such  act  on  account  of  such  voter  having  voted.' 
The  section  draws  a  distinction  between  them,  and  it  says  that  if 
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you  give  money  to  a  man  to  vote  before  an  election,  that  is  ipso 
fado  bribing ;  but  if  the  money  is  given  after  a  man  has  voted, 
you  must  show  that  it  was  done  corruptly.  What  is  the  exact 
meaning  of  the  word  '  corruptly  V  I  am  satisfied  that  it  means 
a  thing  done  with  an  evil  mind  and  intention,  and  unless  there  be 
an  evil  mind  or  an  evil  intention  accompanying  the  act,  it  is  not 
'comiptly'  done.  *Comiptly'  means  an  act  done  by  a  man 
knowing  that  he  is  doing  what  is  wrong,  and  doing  it  with  an  evil 
object  I  have  called  attention  to  the  2nd  section  of  this  Act, 
in  order  to  explain  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  word 
*conruptly.'  The  words  upon  which  I  have  here  to  put  a  con- 
Btruction  are  those  of  the  fourth  section,  '  Every  candidate  who 
shall  "corruptly,"  by  himself,  or  by  any  person,  give  or  be 
accessory  to  the  giving,  or  shall  pay  wholly  or  in  part,  any 
expense  incurred  for  meat  or  drink,  in  order  to  be  elected 
or  for  being  elected,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  treating/  That 
which  is  provided  against  is,  that  the  candidate  shall  not 
'comiptly'  give  any  meat  or  drink  '  in  order  to  be  elected  ;'  and 
I  think  the  meaning  must  be  given  to  the  word  '  corruptly,'  which 
I  have  indicated,  viz.,  a  thing  done  with  an  evil  mind  ;  there  must 
be  some  evil  motive  in  it,  and  it  must  be  done  in  order  to  be 
elected" 


A  witness,  Timothy  Allen,  whose  name  was  not  down  in  the  Object  of 

mle  " 
158. 


particulars  of  treating  given  under  a  Judge's  order,  was  asked  a 


question  which  appeared  to  be  intended  to  prove  that  he  had 
been  treated ;  whereupon 

Sergeant  BailantiTie,  for  the  Respondent,  objected,  on  the  ground 
that  his  name  was  not  in  the  list  of  pei-sons  treated. 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin,  after  reading  out  the  seventh  rule  said, 
that  this  rule  was  confined  to  a  Petitioner  claiming  the  seat ;  that 
at  the  time  when  the  rules  were  made,  it  was  thought  that  inas- 
iQuch  as  there  was  this  particular  rule  as  to  the  case  of  a  candidate 
claiming  the  seat,  it  was  but  reasonable  to  apply  it  to  other  cases 
^hich  were  not  strictly  within  the  rule.  That  is  how  the  thing 
wose  at  first.  It  was  thought  that  particulars  might  be  given, 
almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  to  a  very  considerable  extent.  It 
was  then  suggested  that  some   limitation  had  better  be  made 
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upon  it,  for  that  it  would  give  an  opportunity  of  tampering 
with  the  persons  whose  names  were  mentioned,  in  the  particu- 
lars,  and  getting  them  out  of  the  way,  and  that  it  might  do 
more  harm  than  good ;  the  consequence  was  that  there  was  a 
limitation  put  upon  it,  and  we  all  agreed  that  we  would  wait 
and  see  what  was  the  operation  of  the  rule  in  the  first  five 
cases  that  we  each  had  set  down  for  hearing,  and  see  whether 
it  would  work  well  or  not. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  further  said,  with  regard  to  the  Judge's 
order  made  in  this  particular  case,  that  if  there  was  any  restric- 
tion in  the  order,  of  course  the  Petitioners  must  be  bound  by 
it,  but  that  if  not,  they  were  quite  free,  and  that  it  was  his  own 
wish  to  make  the  thing  as  free  as  possible. 

Order  for  par*  A  witness,  Sarah  Halliday,  examined  for  the  Petitioners,  being 
o/in  limiting  about  to  give  evidence  of  treating,  which  had  taken  place  at  the 
endenoe.  Spinkwell  Inn, 

Serjeant  BaUantine,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  that  the 
name  of  this  house  was  not  mentioned  in  the  Petitioners*  parti- 
culars given  pursuant  to  the  Judge's  order,  which  was  as  follows : — 
"I  do  order  that  the  Petitioner  shall,  three  days  before  the 
day  appointed  for  trial,  leave  with  the  Master,  and  also  give  the 
Respondent  or  his  agent  particulars  in  writing,  of  all  persons 
alleged  to  have  been  bribed,  of  all  persons  alleged  to  have  been 
treated,  of  all  persons  alleged  to  have  been  unduly  influenced, 
and  that  no  evidence  shall  be  given  by  the  Petitioners  of  any 
objection  not  specified  in  such  particulars,  except  by  leave  of  a 
Judge,  upon  such  terms,  if  any,  as  to  amendment,  postponement, 
and  payment  of  costs  as  may  be  ordered.  And  I  further  order 
that  the  Petitioners  shall,  within  four  days  from  this  day,  leave 
with  the  Master,  and  give  the  Master  particulars  in  writing  of 
the  nature  of  the  corrupt  or  illegal  practices  charged." 

Mr.  Baron  Martix^  said  that  the  giving  of  the  names  of  the 
houses  was  not  necessaiy  under  the  order. 


161. 


Mr.  Baron  Martin  in  his  judgment  declared  the  Respondent 
duly  elected. 
Treating  After  stating  that  he  was  not  satisfied,  from  the  evidence,  that 


^ 
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bribery  or  treating  or  undue  influence  previous  to  the  polling-day  Refreshmenta 
had  been  proved-against  the  Respondent,  he  said  the  next  question  mittee-mui. 
he  bad  to  consider  was,  whether  what  was  done  on  the  polling-day 
was  treating  within  the  meaning  of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  4.  He 
said:— "What  was  done  on  the  polling-day  was  this :  a  number  of 
pereons  who  were  supporters  of  the  Respondent  had  formed  them- 
sekes  into  committees  to  carry  his  election.  In  one  word,  there 
were  about  1400  persons  who  voted  for  Ripley,  1300  for  Respondent, 
and  1200  for  Miall,  and  there  were  sixty  refreshments  provided 
and  supplied  by  means  of  tickets.  The  Respondent's  agent  stated 
that  he  and  Mr.  Little,  who  was  engaged  on  the  other  side,  went 
to  the  town  clerk  and  agreed  that  he  should  provide  refreshments 
for  the  check  clerks  in  the  polling-booths,  and  that  they  would  , 
afterwards  repay  the  expenses  so  incurred  It  is  agreed  that  this 
was  a  necessary  and  innocent  act.  According  to  the  evidence  it 
was  doing  precisely  the  same  thing  in  the  Respondent  s  committee- 
rooms  as  was  agreed  to  be  done  at  the  polling-booths  by  both 
parties,  that  refreshments  should  be  given  to  the  men  who 
required  them,  to  enable  them  to  carry  on  the  work  of  the 
election.  Those  refreshments  were  given  to  nobody  else,  and  care 
was  taken  to  give  them  to  no  persons  except  those  who  were 
actoally  engaged  in  labour.  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  does  not 
M  within  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  a  4.  That  which  is  provided 
against  is,  that  a  C€aididate  shall  not  '  corruptly '  give  any  meat  or 
drink  in  order  to  be  elected  ;  and  I  think  that  to  put  a  proper  con- 
struction upon  the  Act,  the  meaning  which  I  have  indicated  must 
be  given  to  the  word  *  corruptly,'  viz.,  a  thing  done  with  an  evil 
mind.  •  There  must  be  some  evil  motive  in  it,  and  it  must  be  done 
'in  order  to  be  elected.'  But  those  are  negatived.  It  was  not 
given '  in  order  to  be  elected,'  because  it  was  known  how  all  these 
men  would  vote.  They  were  there  because  they  were  voters  who 
W  declared  their  intention  to  support  the  Respondent.  It  is 
therefore  idle  to  suppose  that  the  meat  and  drink  were  given  to 
induce  them  to  vote.  I  think  therefore  that  there  is  an  absence 
rf  anything  to  satisfy  me  thai  it  was  done  '  con-uptly,'  and  in  my 
judgment  the  doing  of  what  was  done,  believing  it  to  have  been 
^^^fide  and  honestly  done,  does  not  come  within  the  meaning  of 
17  &  18  Vict  a  102,  8.  4;* 
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General  preva-  Speaking  of  the  evidence  which  had  been  given  in  support  oj 
^^^T™^  the  petition,  and  observing  that  it  did  not  satisfy  him  that  the 
Election ▼oid  election  was  void  at  common  law,  he  said: — "The  law  is  thai 
at^mmon  voters  should  exercise  their  franchise  freely ;  that  is  the  expression 
Influences  due  to  be  foimd  in  the  law  books ;  and  the  meaning  of  '  freely '  is  thai 
and  undue.        ^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^^  Legislature  has  conferred  the  elective 

franchise,  should  exercise  his  own  judgment,  and  should  arrive  a1 
a  conclusion  which  of  the  candidates  he  honestly  believes  is  the 
best  person  to  represent  the  borough,  and  give  his  vote  for  him 
If  it  could  be,  it  ought  to  be  given  from  the  man's  own  judgment 
and  no  influence  whatever  ought  to  be  brought  to  bear  upon  him 
The  policy  and  the  theory  of  the  law  is,  that  a  man  upon  whom 
the  elective  franchise  is  conferred  should  judge  for  himself  whicli 
is  the  best  and  preferable  candidate,  and  give  his  vote  accordingly, 
But  influences  are  brought  to  bear  upon  men  which  cannot  be 
prevented.  There  are  some  influences  which  are  called  due 
•  influences,  and  other  influences  which  are  called  undue  in- 
fluences, and  the  law  has  endeavoured  to  pimish  the  use  oi 
undue  influences.  Amongst  these  influences  there  are  what  are 
called  bribery,  treating,  and  oppression,  that  is,  an  improper  and 
undue  pressure  put  upon  a  man.  But  if  pressure  is  put  upon  a 
man,  or  a  bribe  is  administered  to  him,  no  matter  by  whom,  oi 
refreshments  are  given  to  a  man,  no  matter  by  whom,  for  the 
purpose  of  affecting  his  vote,  the  effect  is  to  annihilate  the  man'c 
vote,  because  he  gives  his  vote  upon  an  influence  which  the  law 
says  deprives  him  of  free  action ;  he  becomes  a  man  incompetent 
to  give  a  vote,  because  he  has  not  that  freedom  of  will  and  of 
mind  which  the  law  contemplates  he  ought  to  have  for  the  pur- 
pose of  voting.  But  that  affects  the  man  alone,  it  does  not  affect 
the  candidate ;  it  has  merely  the  effect  of  extinguishing  the  vote, 
and  if  there  was  a  scrutiny  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whc 
had  the  majority  of  lawful  votes,  that  man's  vote  ought  to  be 
struck  off  the  poll,  but  that  is  all.  But  it  has  been  long  held, 
before  these  Acts  of  Parliament  passed  at  all,  that  by  the  com- 
mon law  of  the  land,  that  is,  law  not  created  by  the  enactments 
of  Acts  of  Parliament,  bribery,  undue  influence,  and  undue  pres- 
sure vitiate  an  election.  So  that  if  it  had  been  proved  that  there 
existed  in  this  town  generally,  bribery  to  a  large  extent,  and  that 
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it  came  firom  unknown  quarters,  that  no  one  could  tell  where  it 
had  come  from,  but  that  people  were  bribed  generally  and  indis- 
criminately ;  or  if  it  could  be  proved  that  there  was  treating  in  all 
directions  on  purpose  to  influence  voters,  that  houses  were  thrown 
open  where  people  could  get  drink  without  paying  for  it, — ^by  the 
common  law  such  election  would  be  void,  because  it  would  be 
carried  on  contrary  to  the  principle  of  the  law." 

Costs  followed  the  event  Coati. 


CASE  vm. 

BOKOUGH  OF  WAEEINGTON. 

Beforb  Mr.  Baron  Martin,  February  4,  1869. 

Petitioners :  Miles  Crozier  and  others. 

lUspondents :  Mr.  Rylands  and  the  Mayor  of  Warrington. 

Counsel  far  Petitioners:  Mr.  Price,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Campbell  Foster. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose,  and  Norton,  Messrs.  Beamont  and  Daviea. 

Counsel  for  Respondents:  Mr.  Quain,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Edwards,  Mr.  Coventry. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins,  Messrs.  Blair  and  Charlton,  Mr.  Moore. 


Allegations  in  The  petition  contained  the  following  allegations  amongst  others. 
wcgularitieBat  That  several  votes  were  duly  tendered  or  intended  to  be  so  in 
tho  election.      favour  of  Mr.  Greenall,  but  they  were  not  in  any  way  included  or 

taken  into  account,  and  that  if  some  of  the  votes  of  the  Petitioners 
and  of  others  were  not  duly  tendered  in  the  form  required  by  law, 
it  was  solely  in  consequence  of  the  irregularities  and  confusion 
which  prevailed  at  the  polling-booth,  No.  1,  for  the  south-east 
polling  district,  and  in  consequence  of  the  defective  an*angements 
made  by  the  returning  oflScer,  and  the  negligence  and  incompe- 
tency of  the  deputy  returning  oflScer  and  poll-clerk  for  this  booth ; 
that  the  votes  of  several  voters  were  never  recorded,  and  the  said 
poll-clerk  did  not  duly  and  indifferently  take  the  poll ;  and  that 
similar  mistakes  and  errors  were  committed  by  other  poll-clerks. 

Prayer  of  The  petition  prayed  that  it  might  be  determined  that  the  Re- 

°^  spondent  Rylands  was  not  duly  elected,  and  that  the  election  was 

void ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  the  election  were  not  declared  void,  it 
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might  be  determined  that  the  Respondent  Bylands  was  not  duly 
elected,  but  that  Mr.  Greenall  was  and  ought  to  have  been 

retomed. 

In  support  of  the  first  part  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition  it  was  ^2^^^ 
proved  that  at  one  of  the  polling-booths,  upon  the  resignation  of  does  not  avoid 
another  man,  a  person  named  Dickson,  who  was  deemed  fit  for  j^.  ^^  ^ 
the  post,  was  appointed  to  be  poll-clerk.    Dickson  went  to  the  ^o^r  to  tender 
polling-booth  and  took  his  seat  at  first  in  a  place  which  was  not  dark. 
the  usual  place  for  the  poll-clerk  to  sit  at,  but  he  was  afterwards 
removed  by  the  returning  officer  to  another  and  a  better  place. 
The  persons  who  went  to  vote  instead  of  going  in  steadily  one  by 
one,  rushed  up  in  a  crowd  in  front  of  the  place  where  Dickson  was 
sitting,  and,  instead  of  orally  tendering  their  votes  they  held  up* 
tickets  for  him  to  take,  and  then  thrust  them  over  on  to  his  book. 
Some  of  these  tickets  were  taken  in  by  a  man  named  Lowe,  a 
check-clerk  of  one  of  the  candidates,  who  was  sitting  in  the  booth, 
and  by  him  handed  on  to  Dickson,  without  any  personal  tender  of 
the  vote  being  made  to  Dickson  by  the  voter  himself.     Partly 
owing  to  this  rush  of  persons,  and  partly  also  in  consequence  of 
Dickson  not  turning  out  to  be  a  very  competent  man,  there  was  a 
confusion  at  this  polling-booth  for  an  hour  or  so,  and  the  votes  of 
a  number  of  persons  were  either  not  recorded  at  all  or  wrongly 
recorded. 

Mr.  Price,  in  summing  up  the  Petitioner's  case,  contended  that 
in  consequence  of  this  confusion,  and  owing  to  the  incompetency  of 
the  poU-clerk  Dickson,  the  electors  bad,  by  no  fault  of  their  own, 
heen  prevented  from  exercising  their  franchise  freely  and  in- 
differently, and  that  therefore  the  election  ought  to  be  held  void. 
In  support  of  his  argument  he  cited  the  Harwich  case*  in  which  a 
committee  had  held  an  election  to  be  void  where  the  poll  had 
^n  closed  a  few  minutes  too  soon,  whereby  one  elector  and  one 
only  had  been  prevented  from  voting,  although  the  majority  was 
SIX.  He  submitted  that  it  was  the  natural  thing,  not  for  the  voter 
to  ask  for  the  poll-clerk,  but  for  the  poll-clerk  to  announce  him- 
self, and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  returning  officer  to  take  care, 

*  1  Power,  Eodwell  &  Dew's  Reports,  314. 
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as  each  voter  came  up,  that  he  tendered  his  vote  to  the  righ" 
person,  otherwise  that  voter  would  not  have  that  free  opportunity 
of  exercising  his  privilege  of  voting  to  which  he  was  entitled 
This  was  not  a  question  of  ordinary  scrutiny,  or  a  seeing  whethe- 
the  unsuccessful  candidate  should  have  these  votes  added  to  hL 
number,  but  rather  whether  the  electors  had  been  deprived,  no^ 
by  their  own  wrong,  of  their  privilege  of  voting.  Although  ic 
some  cases  the  tender  had  not  been  a  good  one,  that  was  nci 
through  the  fault  of  the  voters,  but  through  the  fault  of  the 
returning  officer. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  giving  judgment  on  the  first  prayer  ol 
the  petition,  said  as  follows : — 

"I  am  of  opinion  this  is  not  a  void  election.  It  was  stated 
by  Mr.  Price  that  it  was  entirely  through  the  fault  of  the  poll- 
clerk  Dickson,  that  the  poll  was  not  properly  taken.  That  is  not 
correct.  It  was  quite  as  much  the  fault  of  the  persons  who  were 
crowding  up  to  him  and  presenting  their  tickets  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  prevent  him  from  taking  them  one  by  ona  Then  again, 
Mr.  Lowe  ought  never  to  have  taken  a  ticket  from  a  voter.  I  do 
not  mean  to  insinuate  that  Mr.  Lowe  meant  wrong,  but  I  say  that 
Ml*.  Lowe  and  the  voters,  as  well  as  Mr.  Dickson,  were  parties  to 
the  irregularity  that  took  place.  Then  the  question  is,  is  this  to 
be  declared  a  void  election?  Supposing  it  happened  that  the 
votes  of  halP-a-dozen  out  of  2000  or  3000  voters  are  omitted 
to  be  taken,  are  all  the  other  votes  to  be  set  aside,  and  the 
election  declared  void  ?  It  would  be  in  my  opinion  ridiculous  to 
say  that  because  at  one  booth  there  was  an  irregularity,  the  whole 
of  the  rest  of  the  borough  should  be  put  to  the  trouble  of  a  new 
election,  and  all  that  has  taken  place  declared  null  and  void.  I 
adhere  to  what  Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  at  Lichfield,  that  a  Judge 
to  upset  an  election  ought  to  be  satisfied  beyond  all  doubt  that 
the  election  was  void,  and  that  the  return  of  a  member  is  a  serious 
matter,  and  not  to  be  lightly  set  aside. 

Mr.  Price  then  stated  that  the  second  prayer  of  the  petition 
would  be  abandoned. 

Gotti.  Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  said : — "  If  any  costs  have  been  incurred  by 
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the  retoming  officer  by  reason  of  the  petition  against  him  he  must 
be  reimbursed;  with  respect  to  the  other  parties  to  the  petition 
they  must  pay  their  own  costs.  I  think  it  was  a  reasonable  and 
fiur  petition." 

The  following  points  were  decided  in  the  course  of  this  case. 

A  witness,  Dewhurst,  proved  as  follows  : —  Tender  of  yote. 

When  I  went  to  the  polling-booth,  Lowe,  a  check-Kjlerk,  waa  How  to  be 
atting  in  the  middle,  and  Dickson,  the  poll-clerk,  was  the  first  ^2)  108. 
on  the  bench.  I  gave  my  card  to  Lowe,  thinking  he  was  the  poll» 
derk,  and  told  him  I  voted  for  Greenall.  I  waited  a  sufficiently 
loDg  time,  thinking  they  were  writing  it  down,  and  I  then  said, 
•Is  that  right?"  Lowe  answered  " Right.*'  It  was  not  till  the 
next  morning  that  I  found  my  name  was  not  entered  on  the  poll. 

Hr.  Baron  Mabtik  : — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  was  a  bad 
tender. 

Another  witness  gave  the  following  account  of  the  way  in  which  (i)  820. 
he  voted : — 

"  I  told  the  poll-clerk  Dickson  the  number,  and  said, '  This  is 
my  card,  Henry  Bennett,  vote  for  Greenall,  No.  244  is  my  card.* 
He  took  the  card,  but  I  do  not  know  whether  he  wrote  it  down  or 
not,  but  he  said, '  All  right'  " 

Q.  And  then  you  went  away  ? — A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  you  found  afterwards  on  inquiry  that  your  vote  had  not 
been  entered  ?— -4.  Yes. 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  : — When  you  vote  again,  do  not  leave  the 
place  till  you  see  that  your  name  is  entered. 

In  the  course  of  the  case,  Mr.  Baron  Martin  said : — 
''If  a  man,  instead  of  asking  who  was  the  person  to  take  his  (i)  230. 
^ote,  were  to  go  and  put  a  ticket  before  a  man  who  was  not  the 
poll-clerk  and  leave  it  there,  that  man  has  not  voted  at  alL  He 
naa  no  right  to  complain.  He  ought  to  have  taken  the  ordinary 
trouble  to  ascertain  that  he  had  voted  aright.  What  more  can 
the  Mayor  possibly  do  than  put  a  poll-clerk  in  the  booth ;  if 
people  will  not  inquire  who  is  the  poll-clerk,  they  must  take  the 
conaequence." 


46  ELECTION  PETITIONS. 

And  in  the  course  of  his  judgment  he  said  further  as  to  this  : — 

"  The  ticket  is  merely  given  to  the  voter  to  enable  him  to  vote 
with  greater  ease,  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  voting.  Properly 
speaking,  the  poll-clerk  ought  to  have  nothing  to  do  with  tickets, 
but  he  should  take  from  the  mouth  of  the  voter  '  for  whom '  he 
vote?,  his  number  on  the  register,  and  his  address.  The  2  Will.  4, 
c.  45,  s.  65,  enacts,  that  the  returning  officer  shall  appoint  a  clerk 
to  take  the  poll,  who,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  election,  is  to  seal 
up  the  poll-books  and  publicly  deliver  them  to  the  returning  officer. 
It  is  therefore  clear  that  the  person  to  take  the  poll  is  the  poll-clerk, 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  all  persons  who  go  to  vote  to  ascertain  who 
that  poll-clerk  is,  and  they  must  take  the  trouble  to  inquire.  The 
Act  clearly  means  that  it  is  to  the  poll-clerk  whom  the  returning 
officer  has  appointed  to  take  the  poll  that  the  communication  of 
the  will  of  the  voter  must  be  made,  and  that  the  communication 
of  that  will  to  any  one  else  will  not  do.  It  would  be  improper 
and  wrong  to  hold  that  a  communication  made  by  a  voter  to  a 
person  not  the  poll-clerk,  could  be  considered  a  legal  tender  of  his 
vote." 
Votes  may  be  At  the  commencement  of  that  part  of  the  case  which  rela^bed  to 
poU^^uly*  ^^^  second  part  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition, 
tendeiwL  jjj-^  Price,  for  the  Petitioners,  handed  in  a  list  of  the  persons 

^  ^   *  whose  names  he  submitted  should  be  added  to  the  poll. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  asked  if  there  was  any  precedent  for  adding 
votes  to  the  poll,  when  voters  had  done  their  utmost  to  record 
their  votes,  and  by  the  mistake  of  the  poll-clerk  their  names  were 
omitted  ? 

Mr.  Price : — "  I  can  find  no  precedent  for  that.'* 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  (to  Mr.  Quain) : — "  I  believe  you  do  not 
dispute  that  if  a  vote  has  been  duly  tendered  it  may  be  added  to 
the  poll" 

Mr.  Qtiavn : — "  Not  if  in  your  Lordship's  opinion  it  has  been 
duly  tendered." 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  : — "  That  is  a  mere  matter  of  fact  for  me." 


CASE  IX. 

BOBOUGH  OF  WESTBUBY. 

BsFORE  Mb.  Justicb  Willes^  Fbbbuabt  2,  1869. 


PetUumer :  Mr.  Abraham  Layerton. 

Bespondent :  Mr.  J.  L.  Phipps. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Cole,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Henry  James. 

Agmtt:  Mr.  Rowland  Kodway,  and  Messrs.  Warry,  Bobins,  and  Bnrgess. 

Counsel  for  Respondent:  Serjeant  Pany,  Mr.  Besley. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Pinniger  and  Son,  and  Messrs.  Gk)dwm  and  Pickett. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c., 
^  prayed  the  seat  upon  a  scrutiny. 

It  was  proved  that  a  manufacturer  in  the  town,  who  was  an 
^nt  of  the  Respondent,  told  his  workmen  that  no  man  should 
remam  in  his  employment  who  voted  for  the  Petitioner,  who  was 
^  rival  in  trade,  and  that  these  men  or  some  of  them,  were 
obliged  to  leave  his  employment  in  consequence  of  their  refusing 
^  abstain  from  so  voting. 

Evidence  was  given  for  the  Respondent  in  support  of  a  recrimi- 
'^ry  charge  against  the  Petitioner,  which,  although  it  fiedled, 
^^8  of  a  serious  character,  and  was  said  by  the  Judge  to  have 
'^ti  rightly  brought  forward. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It  was  proved  that  one  Harrop,  a  manufacturer  in  the  town,  had 
**^ii  asked  by  the  Respondent  for  his  vote  and  interest ;  that 
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limited  afterwards  he  had  canvassed  his  workmen  for  the  Respondent,  ant 

ou^anmakoB    ^^  dismissed  certain  of  them  because  they  refused  to  vote  fo 
Bespondent       the  Respondent ;  and  it  was  submitted  thereupon  on  the  part  c 
limited  extent,  the  Petitioner  that  the  Respondent  was  liable  for  this  act  o 
Harrop. 

Mr."  Justice  Willes  said : — *'  Asking  a  person  in  Harrop's  posi 
tion  for  his  '  vote  and  interest '  might  mean  '  go  round  and  canvas 
your  workmen  for  me/  though  that  might  not  be  the  case  witl 
ordinary  voters.  But  if  it  did  mean  that,  it  would  not  be  ai 
authority  to  canvass  beyond  the  scope  of  the  workmen  in  hi 
employ.  With  respect  to  anything  done  as  to  voters  other  thai 
these  workmen,  it  might  very  well  be  said  there  was  no  agenc} 
but  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  to  act  as  agent  there  wa 
quite  as  strong  a  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  candidate  a 
there  would  be  in  the  case  of  a  general  authority  to  canvass." 


Petitioner  not 
obliged  to  be 
called  as  a 
witness  when 
there  is  a 
recriminatory 
chai^,  but  if 
there  is  any 
ground  for  sus- 
picion, judge  is 
bound  to  <xXl 
him  himself. 

Parliamentary 
Elections  Act, 
1868,  8.  82. 


The  Petitioner  himself  not  having  been  called  as  a  witness  ii 
support  of  his  case, 

Serjeant  Parry,  in  opening  the  Respondent's  case,  said  that  as  j 
recriminatory  charge  was  made  against  the  Petitioner,  he  had  beei 
very  much  taken. by  siirprise  by  the  fact  that  he  had  not  beei 
called  as  a  witness.  This  was  almost  the  invariable  practice.  Hi 
apprehended  his  Lordship  would  have  to  make  a  report  to  th< 
Speaker  as  to  whether  the  Petitioner  was  guilty  of  any  and  wha 
offences. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  he  was  bound  to  inquire  if  there  wa 
reasonable  ground  for  supposing  or  even  suspecting  that  the  Peti 
tioner  was  guilty  of  anything,  but  for  that  purpose  he  was  bounc 
to  act  upon  section  32  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  186S 
which  gave  him  the  authority  to  examine  witnesses  himself:  bu 
he  was  not  bound  to  inquire  into  this  when  there  was,  as  here,  n< 
ground  of  suspicion.  It  was  not  intended  that  the  Judge  shoulc 
hold,  so  to  speak,  an  investigation,  but  only  follow  up  any  clu< 
which  the  evidence  of  either  party  might  present,  especially  if  h< 
saw  anything  like  collusion. 


Gossip  no 
evidence, 


A  witness  was  asked  in  cross-examination.  Did  you  not  say  yoi 
were  not  a  voter  ? — A.  No  ;  I  did  not  say  so. 
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In  re<«xamination  he  was  asked.  Did  anybody  else  say  you  were  except  on  a 

not  a  Toter  I — A.  Yes :  William  Raines  said  so.  icrutmy, 

(1)  80. 
Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  what  Raines 

said,  as  not  being  evidence. 

Mr.  Jastice  WiLLES  said : — "  Mere  gossip  is  no  evidence,  except 

self-disabling  evidence  on  a  scrutiny." 

A  person  who  had  not  been  subpoenaed  as  a  witness  having  Ezpenaas  of    - 
given  evidence,  at  the  close  of  his  examination  asked  whether  he  Bubpoenaed. 
coold  claim  his  expense&  (2)  70. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  : — "  I  think  as  this  witness  was  not 
sobpoenaed,  I  ought  before  the  examination  of  the  witnesses  to 
bave  been  asked  that  the  witness  should  be  examined  under  sec- 
tion 32  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  which  autho- 
rises a  Judge  either  to  send  for  a  witness  not  in  Court,  or  to  direct 
a  witness  not  in  Court  to  be  examined.  This  witness  was  not 
labpoenaed,  and  I  think  the  section  authorises  me  to  order  the 
expenses  to  be  paid  The  officer  suggests  that  I  should  direct 
them  to  be  paid  by  the  Petitioner ;  but  inasmuch  as  this  witness 
ns  adverse  to  the  Petitioner,  if  I  gave  him  a  remedy  against  the 
Petitioner,  it  might  cost  him  a  great  deal  more  than  his  expenses. 
I  had  better,  therefore,  act  on  the  equity  of  the  section,  and  direct 
that  he  should  be  considered  as  a  witness  examined  by  the  Court ; 
then  his  expenses,  whatever  they  are  to  which  he  is  legally 
^titled,  will  be  paid.  If  any  other  witness  desires  to  take  the 
ttme  point  about  his  expenses,  he  must  do  so  before  he  is  sworn." 

It  was  proved  (as  part  of  the  recriminatory  case)  that  the  Peti-  Subicriptions 
^ner  had  sent  a  cheque  for  £10  as  a  subscription  to  a  dissenting  practice, 
^ngregation  almost  at  the  same  time  as  he  issued  his  address  as  a  (3)  286. 
candidate. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  : — I  wish  I  could  be  spared  the  theological 
f^  of  the  case,  unless  it  is  a  very  clear  case. 

Mr.  Cole : — If  your  Lordship  thinks  nothing  of  it,  I  will  not 
pTessii 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  : — No  ;  I  do  not  say  I  think  nothing  of  it 
Have  myself  often  observed  that  people  who  mean  to  become 
candidates  often  subscribe  to  things  they  would  otherwise  not 
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have  subscribed  to ;  but  I  think  that  is  a  step  off  corrupt  prac 
tices ;  it  is  charity  stimulated  by  gratitude  or  hope  of  £eivouiB 


come. 


Troating 
eridenoe  of 
sntentioiL 

(4)  110. 


Threat  of  diB- 
iniBiial  of 
workmen  in- 
timidAtion 
under  17  &18 
Tict  c  102, 
1.  6, 


At  the  close  of  the  case, 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  he  would  take  that  opportunity  or- 
observing  that  he  did  not  wish  it  to  be  supposed  (as  had  beeid 
supposed  by  some  people  from  some  expressions  of  his  in  another^ 
case)  that  treating  by  a  single  glass  of  beer  would  not  be  treating 
if  it  were  really  given  to  induce  a  man  to  vote  or  not  to  vote.  AH 
he  had  ever  said  was  that  that  was  not  sufficient  to  bring  his  mindL 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  intention  existed  to  influence  a  man'ev 
vote  by  so  small  a  quantity  of  liquor. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  in  his  judgment  declared  the  election  void 
on  the  ground  of  intimidation,  within  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  &  5. 

He  said  that  the  tsats  as  to  the  case  of  Mr.  Joseph  Harrop  were 
as  follows : — 

"Mr.  Harrop  was  a  manufacturer  and  a  large  employer  of 
workmen  in  the  borough.  The  Petitioner  was  his  rival  in  trade, 
against  whom  he  entertained  an  angry  feeling.  Almost  as  soon  as 
it  was  found  probable  or  possible  that  the  Petitioner  was  likely  to 
come  forward  as  a  candidate  for  the  borough,  Harrop  b^an 
interrogating  his  men  as  to  whom  they  were  likely  to  vote  for. 
The  men,  or  some  of  them,  told  him  they  did  not  intend  to  vote  at 
alL  He  commended  their  resolution,  and  extracted  a  promise 
from  them  that  they  would  adhere  to  it.  Shortly  afterwards  he 
consented  to  become  a  member  of  the  Respondent's  Committee, 
and  he  then  commenced  canvassing  for  the  Respondent  those 
same  men  from  whom,  just  before,  he  had  extracted  a  promise  not 
to  vote  at  alL  Certain  men  in  his  employ  at  the  latter  end  of 
October  declined  to  vote  otherwise  than  for  the  Petitioner,  having 
promised  him  so  to  do.  When  this  came  to  Mr.  Harrop's  know- 
ledge he  brought  these  men  before  bim  and  said  what  amounted 
in  substance  to  this :  '  I  have  determined  that  no  man  shall 
remain  in  my  employment  who  votes  for  Laverton ;  if  you  vote 
for  Laverton  you  shall  have  no  further  employment  from  me.'  In 
the  case  of  two  men  he  asked  affirmatively,  '  Will  you  vote  for 
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Phipps  ? '    These  men  did  in  fact  all  leave  his  employment  before 
the  election,  but  it  was  not  proved  that  they  were  actually  dis- 
cbaijfed  on  accoimt  of  their  political  opinions,  and  it  was  sug- 
gested by  Mr.  Harrop  that  some  of  them  were  discharged  on 
account  of  their  untruthfulness  in  voting  at  all  after  promising  not 
to  Tote.    It  was  also  suggested  that  some  of  them  left  voluntarily. 
Though  in  one  sense  they  may  have  gone  voluntarily,  they  did  not 
go  willingly,  any  more  than  a  man  acts  williogly  when  he  volun-. 
taiily  takes  to  a  small  boat  in  the  middle  of  the  ocean  when  his 
diip  is  on  fire.   Thei'e  was  a  compulsion  upon  these  men  which  they 
could  not  resist,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  all  these  men  would  have 
remained  in  the  employment  of  Harrop  but  for  their  having 
promiBed  to  vote  for  the  Petitioner,  or  if  they  had  changed  their 
minds  as  Harrop  willed  and  had  voted  for  the  Respondent.    Two 
questions  arise  on  this  state  of  facts. 

''The  first  is,  Does  this  conduct  of  Harrop  amount  to  undue 
infiueace  or  intimidation  within  the  17th  &  18th  Vict,  a  102,  s.  5 1 
''I  cannot  take  this  conduct  of  Harrop  with  respect  to  any  one  of 
tkese  individual  men  as  standing  by  itself.  I  cannot  look  at  his 
conduct  as  being  the  single  act  of  an  angry  person  dealing  with 
one  voter  who  was  imder  his  influence.  I  must  look  at  the  whole 
of  it  together.  If  he  had  threatened  the  lives  or  limbs  of  the 
in^  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  that  would  have  been  within 
the  section ;  but  it  is  not  mere  poetry  to  say, 

'  You  take  my  life 

When  yon  do  take  the  means  whereby  I  live.' 

A  man  who  is  sent  out  to  live  upon  the  charity  of  his  fellow 

workmen,  or  to  go  to  the  workhouse  with  his  family,  unless  he 

does  a  particular  thing,  is  intimidated ;  but  is  that  an  intimidation 

within  the  section  1    The  5th  section  forbids  appealing  to  a  man's 

fears  by  means  of  violence  or  intimidation.    The  Act  says,  '  Every 

person  who  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself  or  by  any  other 

person  on  his  behalf,  make  use  of,  or  threaten  to  make  use  of,  any 

force,  violence,  or  restraint^  or  inflict  or  threaten  the  infliction,  by 

himgelf  or  by  or  through  any  other  person,  of  any  injury,  damage, 

harm,  or  loss.'    Upon  these  words  a  question  might  arise  whether 

they  are  not  to  be  understood  in  a  direct  sense,  and  whether  you 

L   2 
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must  not  only  show  damage,  but  damage  the  result  of  some  injurj 
for  which  an  action  might  be  maintained  at  law,  and  it  might  be 
pleaded  as  to  these  words  that  the  damage  resulting  from  beinj 
dismissed  from  an  employment  when  the  master  had  a  legal  righl 
to  dismiss,  was  not  a  damage  arising  within  that  description,  anc 
therefore  not  within  the  statute.  I  need  not,  however,  express  mi 
opinion  upon  that^  because  the  following  words  are  large  enougl 
to  include  every  sort  of  intimidation,  every  sort  of  conduct  whid 
would  operate  upon  the  mind  of  another,  and  terrify  or  alarm  bin 
into  doing  what  the  person  misconducting  himself  willed,  against  hi 
own  free  will,  because  the  words  are,  'or  in  any  other  manne 
practice  intimidation  upon  or  against  any  person  in  order  t 
induce  or  compel  such  person  to  vote  or  refrain  from  voting,  o 
on  account  of  such  person  having  voted  or  refrained  from  voting. 
The  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  2,  (2)  among  other  things,  makes  th 
promising  'to  procure,*  or  endeavouring  'to  procure  any  office 
place,  or  employment  to  or  for  any  voter,*  bribery.  And  readinj 
the  5th  section  by  the  light  thrown  upon  it  by  the  2nd,  I  cai 
have  no  doubt  that  that  which  it  would  be  bribery  to  promise  th< 
enjoyment  of,  is  (in  this  case  at  least,  and  with  reference  to  thee* 
circumstances)  intimidation  to  threaten  the  deprivation  o£ 

"  The  second  question  is,  What  is  the  eflfect  upon  the  electioi 
of  the  violation  by  an  agent  of  the  Respondent  of  the  provisions  o 
the  5th  section,  by  intimidation  ? 

"  Here  again  I  must  observe  that  I  do  not  treat  this  as  a  single 
case  of  intimidation  ;  I  must  treat  it  as  part  of  a  system  whici 
continued  throughout  the  time  that  Harrop  was  an  agent  for  th< 
Respondent  for  the  purpose  of  canvassing.  The  question  as  to  th< 
eflfect  upon  the  election  depends  fllrst  of  all  upon  the  common  l&y 
of  Parliament,  and  secondly,  upon  the  construction  of  the  17th  i 
18th  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  36.  By  the  common  law  of  Parliament  t 
single  bribe  given  by  an  agent  at  an  election  had  the  eflTect  o 
avoiding  that  election.  It  does  not  fix  the  candidate  with  pena 
consequences,  it  simply  says  that  for  the  public  good  in  order  tha 
agents  may  be  deterred  from  resorting  to  undue  means  for  th< 
purpose  of  procuring  the  election  of  the  candidates  employin| 
them,  an  election  in  which  an  agent  has  so  misconducted  himsel 
shall  be  void,  not  to  punish  the  candidate,  though  it  indirectl] 
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so  operates,  but  to  protect  the  public  and  to  prevent  the  like 
practices,  if  possible,  for  the  future. 

''But  it  has  been  said  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent,  First,  that 
there  is  a  distinction  between  bribery  on  the  one  hand,  and  undue 
influence  and  treating  on  the  other,  and  that  this  distinction  exists 
in  two  particulars  especially. 

"(1)  That  a  single  act  of  undue  influence  ought  not  to  prevail, 
because  it  is  hard  that  the  Respondent  should  be  liable  for  his 
ag^ts  conduct  But  the  law  deals  in  this  instance  with  the 
validity  of  the  election,  and  not  with  the  penalties  imposed  upon 
the  candidate. 

"(2)  That  a  single  act  of  undue  influence  by  an  agent  ought 
not  to  defeat  the  election.  But  I  find  no  such  limitation  in  17  & 
18  Vict,  c  102,  &  36.  I  find  that  the  candidate  and  his  agents 
are  put  upon  the  same  footing.  To  take  an  illustration.  If  a 
candidate,  who  is  an  employer  of  labour,  were  to  inform  all 
persons  in  his  employ  either  that  he  would  discharge  any  man 
who  did  not  vote  for  him,  or  that  he  would  discharge  any  man 
who  voted  for  the  other  candidate,  inasmuch  as  he  was  his 
personal  enemy,  that  would  avoid  the  election,  and  it  is  inevitable 
that  it  must  do  so  equally  if  the  undue  influence  be  exercised  by 
an  agent,  because  section  36  says  '  or  his  agents.' 

''Secondly,  it  has  been  said  that  it  is  left  in  the  discretion  of  the 
jndge  to  say  how  much  undue  influence  sLall  or  shall  not  affect  an 
election.  But  that  is  impossibla  By  the  Parliamentary  Elections 
Act,  1868,  s.  11,  I  have  no  discretion  one  way  or  the  other.  I 
must  pronoimce  for  the  truth  as  I  believe  it  upon  the  facts,  and 
for  the  law  as  I  best  know  it  upon  questions  of  law. 

''Thirdly,  it  has  been  said  that  to  put  the  construction  upon  17  & 
18  7ict  a  102,  s.  36,  that  this  election  which  is  gone  by  is  avoided. 
Would  be  begging  the  question,  because  section  36  means  that  if 
any  candidate  at  an  election  ....  shall  be  declared  guilty  .... 
of  bribery,  &c.,  at  such  election,  such  candidate  shall  infutuiv  be 
incapable  of  being  elected  or  sitting  in  Parliament  ....  during 
the  Parliament  then  in  existence.  The  argument,  no  doubt,  is  a 
plansibie  one,  but  the  answer  to  it  is  this.  It  is  in  truth  a 
begging  of  the  question  to  say  that  it  is  a  begging  of  the  question. 
Becaase  the  question  here  is  not  merely  whether  the  Respondent 
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shall  i/rtfuturo  be  capable  of  being  elected,  but  whether  he  sha 
infviuro  be  capable  of  sitting  in  Parliament  in  respect  of  wha 
took  place  at  the  election  which  has  gone  by.  Therefore  th 
inquiry  must  be  in  respect  of  what  took  place  at  the  electio 
which  has  gone  by,  and  to  say  that  it  is  begging  the  questioi 
therefore,  is  only  another  form  of  that  mode  of  begging  th 
question  which  is  forbidden  by  the  legal  maxim,  Non  dehi 
addud  exceptio  ejusdem  rei  cujua  petUur  diaaolutio.  It  is  quit 
obvious,  therefore,  that  the  begging  of  the  question  would  be  i 
not  treating  that  section  as  applicable  to  the  election  in  question. 

"  Fourthly,  it  is  said  that  the  influence  to  defeat  the  election  mus 
be  influence  operating  as  a  kind  of  terror,  and  that  that  did  no 
exist  here.  But  there  was  terror,  whether  it  be  more  or  less,  sti] 
a  terror  amounting  to  intimidation  at  Harrop's  factory  for  som* 
time  before  the  election,  and  a  strong  feeling  that  m'en  would  b 
dealt  with  diflferently  according  as  they  voted  one  way  or  tb 
other,  which  feeling,  produced  by  illegitimate  means,  is  to  b 
prevented,  and  the  persons  who  are  likely  to  feel  it  are  to  b 
protected  by  law. 

''  Fifthly,  it  was  said  that  although  Harrop  was  an  agent  of  th< 
Bespondent,  and  did  intimidate  under  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  &  5,  h* 
did  not  intimidate  as  an  agent,  and  that  therefore  his  principal  i 
not  boxmd ;  and  it  was  said,  by  way  of  illustration  of  that  view 
that  although  a  master  is  answerable  for  a  negligent  act  of  hi) 
servant  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  he  is  not  answerable  fo: 
his  wilful  and  spiteful  act  for  his  own  purpose,  not  in  the  cours< 
of  his  employment ;  and  that  might  be  carried  further,  because  i 
master  would  not  be  liable  to  some  person  run  over  by  hii 
carriage  driven  by  his  coachman  upon  some  errand  of  his  own 
entirely  out  of  the  scope  of  the  employment  of  the  master.  Then 
can  be  no  doubt  of  that ;  but  I  might  put,  on  the  other  hand,  i 
variety  of  cases  in  which  a  principal  is  held  liable,  even  civilly,  foi 
an  act  of  his  agent,  which  he  never  intended,  and  at  which  he  ii 
exceedingly  displeased ;  the  case  of  a  bank  held  liable  for  the 
fraud  of  a  manager  or  clerk,  the  case  of  a  person  who  employs  a 
man  to  navigate  his  boat  for  hire,  held  liable  for  the  infringement 
of  a  ferry  by  the  boatman  without  his  authority  and  against  his 
will ;  and  a  case  which  occurred  in  London  in  the  rivsJry  between 
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the  omaiboses,  where  the  proprietor  of  an  omnibus  was  held  liable 
for  the  wilful  act  of  his  coachman  in  cutting  in  before  another 
omniboB  and  injuring  the  vehicle  and  the  horses,  and  I  think  one 
of  the  passengers,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a  fare,  having  in  his 
mind  at  the  time*  the  compound  motive  of  effecting  his  own 
spiteful  desire,  and  at  the  same  time  of  getting  before  the  other 
oomibus  to  get  a  fare  for  his  master.  This  case  was  very  much 
considered  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  was  held  by  a  large 
majority  of  the  judges  to  be  a  case  of  liability ;  or  I  might  put 
even  the  more  apposite  case  of  a  man  employing  another  to  steer 
and  assist  in  the  management  of  his  vessel  in  a  race,  where  by  the 
act  of  one  of  the  crew  wholly  unauthorised  by  the  employer,  a  foul 
took  place  in  wropg  of  a  rival,  and  the  employer's  vessel  wins  ;  in 
BQch  a  case,  even  if  it  were  proved  to  demonstration  that  notwith- 
standing the  foul,  the  race  would  have  been  won  by  the  vessel  on 
board  of  which  the  misconduct  took  place,  it  would  surprise  one  if, 
by  any  rule  either  of  honour  or  of  law,  the  prize  was  given  to  the 
vessel  which  was  in  fault;  no  innocence  of  the  employer  could 
have  any  effect  upon  his  loss. 

"Here,  if  HaiTop  did  what  he  did  out  of  hostility  to  the 
Petitioner,  that  certainly  cannot  add  merit  to  his  act ;  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  act  was  done  with  the  object  of  assisting  the 
Respondent  in  the  course  of  his  canvass.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
was  the  object,  though  it  was  to  serve  him  at  the  expense  of  the 
Petitioner;  the  object  was  to  get  the  Respondent  returned, 
though  the  motive  was  to  spite  the  Petitioner,  and  to  prevent  him 
from  being  elected." 

As  to  the  agency  of  Harrop,  he  said  : — "  It  was  proved  that  CanTaasmg  by 
Harrop  was  a  large  employer  of  labour,  and  was  desirous  of  can-  regpondent,  no 
vassing  his  own  workmen  for  the  Respondent     The  Respondent  ^^  agency, 
not  only  desired  Harrop  to  canvass  for  him,  but  he  also  (whether 
expressly  or  impliedly,  whether  by  words  or  actions,  it  is  im- 
Diaterial)  conveyed  that  desire  to  him.    Accordingly  Harrop  did 
canvass  for  the  Respondent,  and  in  so  doing  I  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  he  acted  as  his  agent.     For  an  agent  to  bind  another 
it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  any  payment,  it  is  only 
necessary  that  the  act  done  by  the  agent  upon  which  the  question 
arises  whether  it  is  to  bind  the  principal  should  be  an  act  done 
by  the  procurement  of  the  principal/' 
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Definition  of  As  to  what  canvassing  is,  he  said : — "  Canvassing  may  be  eith< 

eanTBssmg.        ^j  asking  a  man  to  vote  for  the  candidate  for  whom  you  are  cai 

vassing,  or  by  begging  him  not  to  go  to  the  poll,  but  to  rema 
neutral,  and  not  to  vote  for  the  adversary.  No  distinction  can  1 
drawn  except  in  the  amount  of  favour  between  voting  for  a  xnt 
and  abstaining  from  voting  for  his  adversary.  That  such  is  tl 
law  appears  from  the  17  &  18  Vict  c.  102,  which  places  on  tl 
same  footing  inducing  a  man  to  vote  at  an  election  and  inducing 
man  to  abstain  from  voting. " 
Ooeti,  "  I  have  already  intimated  that  I  do  not  propose  to  make  ai 

order  (I  am  not  bound  to  state  any  reasons  why  I  make  no  orde 
as  to  the  costs,  and  it  is  quite  obvious  why  I  do  make  no  orde 
The  scrutiny  which  was  claimed  has  been  abandoned;  person 
attacks  were  made  upon  Mr.  Phipps  which  in  the  result  hai 
entirely  failed ;  and  the  recriminatory  case,  though  it  did  n 
amount  to  proof  to  satisfy  my  mind  to  report  against  Mr.  Laverto 
was  of  so  serious  and  weighty  a  character  that  I  think  it  was  quii 
right  to  bring  it  before  the  court" 


CASE  X. 

BOROUGH  OF  WALLINGFORD. 

Befobb  Mb.  Jusncs  BLACKBuiuf,  Februabt  2,  1869. 


Petitioner:   Sir  C.  W.  Dilke,  Bart. 

Bespondent:  Mr.  Stanley  Yickeis. 

Oowuelfor  Petitioner:  Mr.  Merewether,  Mr.  Poland,  Mr.  CarswelL 

Agents :  Messrs.  Fladgate,  Clarke,  and  Finch. 

Countelfor  Bespondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine,  Mr.  Francis, 

Mr.  Montague  Williams. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Child  and  Son. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  but 
^not  pray  the  seat 

It  appeared  that  several  voters,  who  lived  some  way  off,  were 
^ntoi  by  an  agent  of  the  Respondent  to  come  to  his  house,  in 
order  that  he  might  convey  them  to  the  poll  in  his  own  carriage. 
Th^  came  accordingly  the  day  before  the  election,  and  slept  at 
^  house  that  night  While  they  were  there  they  were  treated  to 
dnnk  and  tobacco,  but  upon  the  evidence  it  was  not  shown  that 
there  was  any  corrupt  intention  in  this  treating. 

An  unsuccessful  attempt  was  also  made  to  prove  treating  at 
canons  public-houses. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, — 

Serjeant  BaUcmtine  said  he  understood  the  Court  had  power  to  Bzaminatioii 
^ow  a  oommiflsion  to  issue  to  examine  a  witness  who  was  dan- 
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under  a  com-     gerously  ill ;  he  was  informed  he  was  not  expected  to  live  throng 
"^^"^  the  night. 

(8)  358.  . 

Mr.  Justice  Blackbubi)  ordered  the  witness  to  be  examine 
vivd  voce  before  the  registrar  of  the  Court  Counsel  would  be  ai 
liberty  to  attend  and  ask  what  questions  they  liked^  and  a  short- 
hand writer  m\ist  also  be  present. 

The  registrar  was  first  desired  to  see  that  the  man  was  in  a  fit 
state  to  be  examined  without  endangering  his  life,  and  after 
inquiry  it  was  found  that  the  witness  was  too  ill  to  be  examined 
at  alL 

Mr.  Justice  BLACKBURN  in  his  judgment  declared  the  Respon- 
dent duly  elected. 
Treating,  Speaking  of  the  facts  which  had  been  proved  in  support  of  the 

evidence  of  .  /•  ^       x*         i  .j 

intention.  charge  of  treating,  he  said  : — 

*'  ThisT  is  one  of  the  cases  that  I  have  had  a  great  deal  of  trouble 
in  considering.  For,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  not  one  of  the  cases  in 
which  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  effect  would  be  to  unseat 
the  member,  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  is  it  one  of  the  cases  in  whicb 
it  is  clear  that  the  member  is  to  retain  his  seat.  It  is  one  of  tbe 
cases  in  which  there  is  matter  to  be  considered,  and  seriously  to  b< 
considered,  in  order  to  say  whether  or  no  there  was  such  ai 
amount  of  corrupt  treating  as  to  avoid  the  election.  As  t 
the  law,  I  quite  agree  that  17  &  18  Vict,  a  102,  s.  23,  doe 
not  affect  the  question  of  treating.  It  imposes  a  penalty  wisel 
enough  for  the  purpose  of  checking  the  practice  of  ^vin 
meat  or  drink  at  elections,  and  it  imposes  it  whether  tl 
person  be  a  candidate  or  any  one  else,  the  intention  of  the  legii 
lature  being  that  there  should  not  be  any  such  entertainmei 
given  on  the  polling  day.  The  4th  section  is  that  on  which  it  a 
turns.  I  cannot  doubt  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  i 
construing  the  word  'corruptly*  was  to  make  it  a  question 
intention,  which  must  be  ascertained,  as  all  questions  of  intentic 
must,  by  looking  at  the  outward  acts  of  the  parties  and  seeing  tl 
degrees  and  extent,  and  then  drawing  the  conclusion  from  tl 
facts ;  a  conclusion  which  may  be,  to  a  certain  extent,  doubtft 
when  we  are  considering  what  were  the  intentions.  I  think  thi 
what  the  legislature  means  by  the  word  'corruptly '  for  the  pu 
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pose  of  influencing  a  vote,  is  this :  that  whenever  a  candidate  is, 
either  by  himself  or  by  his  agents,  in  aay  way  accessory  to 
providing  meat,  drink,  or  entertainment  for  the  purpose  of  being 
elected,  with  an  intention  to  produce  an  efifect  upon  the  election, 
tkt  amounts  to  corrupt  treating.    Whenever  also  the  intention  is 
hj  such  means  to  gain  popularity  and  thereby  to  affect  the 
election,  or  if  it  be  that  persons  are  afraid  that  if  they  do  not 
provide  entertainment  and  drink  to  secure  the  strong  interest  of 
the  publicans,  and  of  the  persons  who  like  drink  whenever  they 
can  get  it  for  nothing,  they  will  become  impopular,  and  they 
therefore  provide  it  in  order  to  affect  the  election — when  there  is 
an  intention  in  the  mind  either  of  the  candidate  or  his  agent  to 
produce  that  effect,  then  I  think  that  it  is  corrupt  treating.     But 
everything  is  involved  in  the  question  of  intention,  and  it  becomes 
important  to  see  what  is  the  amount  of  the  treating.     The  statute 
does  not  say  or  mean  that  it  shall  depend  upon  the  amount  of 
drink.    The  smallest  quantity  given  with  the  intention  will  avoid 
the  election.     But  when  we  are  considering,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  evidence,  to  see  whether  a  sign  of  that  intention  does  exist, 
we  must,  as  a  matter  of  common  sense,  see  on  what  scale  and  to 
what  extent  it  was  done.     No  one  would  think  it  reasonable  to 
draw  the  conclusion  from  the  mere  giving  of  a  thimbleful  of 
drink  (to  use  a  strong  expression),  that  it  was  done  with  any 
intent  to  influence  the  election  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  statute. 
It  is  equally  certain  that  in  the  case  of  a  person  giving  a  large 
number  of  thimblefuls  one  would  draw  the  conclusion  that  there 
was  such  an  intention.    But  it  must  always  be  a  question  more  or 
less  of  evidence,  and  the  inference  which  the  Court  draws  from  the 
filets  must  to  some  extent  depend  upon  the  peculiar  views  of  the 
minds  which  have  to  draw  the  inference,  and  there  must,  there- 
fore, always  be  a  certain  measure  of  doubt  in  that  respect.    But  I 
take  it  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  point  to  be  considered  is.  Was  it 
given  with  an  intent  to  influence  the  election  ? 
*"  Now  the  facts  of  this  case  are  clear  :  Pacts  of  the 

*  Seven  voters,  no  doubt  to  some  extent  under  the  influence  of  ^^^ 
Mr.  Deacon,  the  Bespondent's  agent,  were  to  go  to  poll  the  next 
morning.    Deacon  had  requested  them  to  come  to  his  house  at 
half-past  seven,  and  he  would  carry  them  there  in  his  carriage.     I 
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Imprudent  for 
candidate  to 
hftTo  ■cores 
at  publio- 
boueet. 


presume  Deacon's  object  in  doing  this  was  to  insure  their  poUin 
early.  Then  it  would  appear  that  without  Mr.  Deacon  havin 
directly  asked  them,  Mr.  Deacon's  servant  consented  to  thei 
sitting  up  all  night  in  the  kitchen,  and  Mrs.  Deacon,  whe 
they  were  there,  gave  them  some  drink  and  tobacco.  No^ 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  was  given  to  these  seven  me 
because  they  were  about  to  vote  for  the  Respondent  at  the  ele< 
tion.  If,  therefore,  Mr.  Merewether  was  right  in  his  propositio 
of  law  which  he  laid  down,  that  anything  of  that  sort  done  o 
account  of  the  election  would  avoid  the  election,  that  would  avoi 
the  election.  But  I  think  we  must  see  the  degree  and  manner  i 
which  it  was  done  to  see  that  it  was  really  done  with  a  corruf 
intention,  which  I  understand  to  mean  an  intention  to  produc 
that  result  which  the  legislature  intended  to  forbid ;  and  I  cannc 
upon  that  draw  the  conclusion  that  such  entertainment  given  t 
these  seven  men  in  this  way  was  an  act  of  treating  within  th 
meaning  of  the  statute,  though  of  course  it  was  evidence  to  b 
taken  into  consideration  with  other  things  in  order  to  see  whethe 
there  was  corrupt  treating." 

With  regard  to  scores  at  public-houses,  he  said : — 
"  I  cannot  lay  it  down,  as  a  general  rule,  that  to  have  a  score  a 
a  public-house  amounts  to  treating.  As  a  matter  of  pmdence, 
should  strongly  advise  candidates  to  have  no  score  at  all ;  let  then 
pay  their  paid  agents,  and  let  the  paid  agents  find  themselves 
let  them  pay  nothing  at  all  to  supply  refreshments  for  committee 
men,  and  those  who  act  gratuitously.  The  candidate  will  thu 
avoid  any  score  at  a  public-house,  and  will  not  be  in  any  peril  c 
having  treating  put  upon  him" 


Coete. 
(8)  242. 


A  witness,  George  Wilson,  not  having  given  the  evidence  ii 
support  of  the  petition  which  he  was  expected  to  have  given, 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  the  Petitioners  ought  to  hav 
better  ascertained  previously  what  the  witness  could  prove,  an< 
that  for  that  reason  he  should  not  be  disposed  to  allow  his  cost 
in  the  event  of  the  petition  succeeding. 

In  the  course  of  Mr.  Merewether's  reply, 

Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn  said,  in  consequence  of  the  Petitioner' 
attorney  not  having  properly  prepared  the  case  beforehand,  thei 
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'  Ittd  been  mucli  waste  of  time,  and  he  should  not,  therefore,  feel 
digposed  in  any  case  to  allow  the  Petitioner's  costs;  if  the  Petitioner 
mSsrei  owing  to  the  neglect  of  the  attorney,  he  must  take  his  own 
lemedy. 

Ultimately,  as  the  petition  was  unsuccessful,  costs  followed  the 
event  in  the  usual  way. 
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CASE  XI. 

BOROUGH  OF  CHELTENHAM. 

BsFORB  Mr.   Baron  Martik,  Fsbruart  8,   1869. 


Petitioner:  Mr.  J.  A.  Gardner. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Samuelson. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Huddlegton,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Edward  Clarke. 

Agent :  Mr.  Kidge. 

Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood,  Hon.  E.  Chandos  Leigh, 

Mr.  Fallon. 

Agent:  Mr.  Chesshyre. 


The  petition  contained,  amongst  others,  an  allegation  that  tb 
Respondent  was  guilty  of  undue  influence  under  17  &  18  Vic 
c.  102,  s.  5  ;  but  it  did  not  contain  any  allegation  as  to  the  electio 
being  void  at  common  law  on  account  of  general  intimidation/ an 
it  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  found  that  a  prize-fighter  had  been  employed  on  beha 
of  the  Respondent  to  intimidate  voters,  and  some  evidence  • 
general  violence  was  given,  but  it  failed  to  establish  such  a  case  • 
general  rioting  as  could  avoid  the  election  at  common  law. 

It  was  also  proved  that  some  person  paid  the  rates  of  a  numb 
of  voters,  to  enable  them  to  be  registered ;  but  it  did  not  appei 
that  the  Respondent  had  had  anything  to  do  with  this  paymen 
or  that  it  was  made  with  the  intention  of  influencing  the  votes  < 
the  persons  so  registered. 

In  the  course  of  the  cajse, 


Ik 
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Mr.  HudcUeston,  for  the  Petitioner  (at  the  beginning  of  the  Addition  of 
Koond  day  of  the  hearing  of  the  case),  asked   permission  to  onBeoonddmy 
add  two  ether  names  to  the    list  of   bribed    persons,  already  ^yl^' 
kideduL 

Mr.  Baron  Martin. — I  shall  require  a  very  strong  affidavit  in 
that  case,  and  I  shall  only  take  it  on  summons. 

Mr.  EvddUston  inquired  in  what  form  the  affidavit  should  be. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin. — ^When  it  was  discovered — ^when  it  was  first 
known.  I  shall  require  a  very  strong  affidavit  on  the  second  day 
of  the  trial. 

A  witness  in  examination  in  chief  was  shown  a  paper,  and  was  Witnen's 

mark,  C.  L.  P. 
Act,  1854, 


isked:— 

Q.  Did  you  make  your  mark  to  this  paper?     A,    I  do  not  ]'t^\\l^' 
know. 

Q.  Is  that  your  mark  ?    ^.  I  could  not  swear. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin. — Before  you  can  ask  whether  it  is  his  mark, 
yon  must  go  further.  You  must  act  upon  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1854,  s.  22.  You  must  take  the  witness  through  the 
nutters  that  are  required  to  be  proved  by  that  section ;  and  you 
most  also  satisfy  me  that  he  is  an  adverse  witness. 

Mr.  HuddUston  cited  s.  24. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin. — ^But  you  are  not  cross-examining  him — ^he 
is  your  witness  ;  that  makes  all  the  difference  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Huddleston,  for  the  Petitioner,  before  proceeding  with  the  CJomipt  pay- 

...  #.11/.  i.  ment  of  rat68. 

endence  m  support  of  the  charge  of  corrupt  payment  of  rates.  Representation 
called  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  the  wording  of  the  49th  Ac^ise?^^ 
section   of   the  Representation  of  the  People  Act,   1867.    He  ■•  *^* 
pomted  out  that  the  word  "  corruptly  "  was  used  only  where  the 
nte  was  paid  on  behalf  of  a  ratepayer,  to  enable  him  to  be 
registered  as  a  voter,  but  was  not  used  when  the  rate  was  paid  on 
behalf  of  a  person  already  a  voter. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — Paying  a  rate  on  behalf  of  a  voter,  to 
bduoe  him  to  vote,  would  be  the  same  thing  as  paying  the  money 
i&to  the  hands  of  a  voter ;  it  would  be  direct  bribery. 

Subsequently  in  his  judgment,  he  said : — 

**  It  has  been  proved  that  some  person,  or  persons,  did  pay  the 


54  ELECTION  PETITIONS. 

rates  of  a  number  of  voters  ;  and  if  it  had  been  also  proved  tbat 
the  Bespondent,  or  any  person  for  whom  he  was  responsible,  had 
paid  those  rates,  the  Bespondent  would  then  have  been  guilty  of 
bribery  under  30  and  31  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  49.  But  that  has  not  been 
proved.  I  may  further  say  that,  even  if  there  had  been  evidence 
of  who  paid  the  rates,  I  should  expect  that  further  evidence  would 
be  necessary  to  bring  it  within  this  section.  The  money  was 
obviously  paid  to  enable  the  voters  to  be  registered.  But  in  order 
to  make  the  payment^of  a  rate  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  voters  to 
be  registered  affect  the  election,  you  must  prove  that  it  was  done 
•  corruptly;  that  it  was  done  thereby  to  induce  them  to  vote  for 
that  person  on  whose  behalf  the  payment  was  made." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Bespondent 
duly  elected. 
What  may  be         With  regard  to  the  allegation  in  the  petition,  that  the  Be- 
da^  MidOT      spondent  had  been  guilty  of  undue  influence  within  the  meaning 
17  &  18  Vkst.    of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  6,  he  said  :— 

C  102,  B.  5. 

"  My  impression  is,  that  evidence  given  to  show  that  the  election 
is  void  at  common  law,  by  reason  of  its  having  been  carried  by  force 
or  intimidation,  whereby  the  freedom  of  election  has  been  violated, 
and  persons  have  been  prevented  from  freely  exercising  their 
franchise,  is  not  within  this  5th  section,  which  was  directed,  like 
the  bribery  and  treating  section,  to  the  unduly  influencing  of 
individual  voters,  not  to  general  rioting  or  violence  ;  and  if  it  were 
necessary  for  me  to  decide  the  case  with  reference  to  this  5th 
section  alone,  I  should  reserve  it  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas. 

*'  In  the  event  of  its  being  thought  fit  to  rely  on  evidence  of  this 

sort  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  an  election,  another  paragraplx 

should  be  put  into  the  petition,  and  the  objection  to  the  electioim 

should  be  '  general  violence  being  used  towards  voters.*  " 

Stronger  evi-         With  regard  to  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  a  case  of  a 

denoenecenaiy  j^^j^  ^ff^^  ^f  ^  bribe,  he  said  .^— 
of  mere  oner 

of  bribe.  "  Where  the  evidence  as  to  bribery  consists  merely  of  offera  or 

proposals  to  bribe,  the  evidence  required  should  be  stronger  than 
that  with  respect  to  bribeiy  itself,  or  where  the  alleged  bribing  is 
an  offer  of  employment  within  the  meaning  of  17  &  18  Vict 
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tlO%s,2  (2),  it  ought  to  be  made  out  beyond  all  doubt,  because 
when  two  people  -are  talking  of  a  thing  which  is  not  carried  out, 
ft  may  be  that  they  honestly  give  their  evidence  ;  but  one  person 
imderBtandB  what  is  said  by  another  differently  from  what  he 
int^ds  it" 

Costs  will  follow  the  event  Costs. 


CASE  XII. 


BOROUGH  OF  STAMIYBRIDGE. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  February  13,  1869. 


Petitioners :  James  Ogden,  John  Woolley,  Abel  Buckley. 

Respondent :  James  Sidebottom. 

Counsel  for  the  Petitioners:  Mr.  Pope,  Mr.  Edwards. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Reed,  Phelps,  and  Sedgwick. 

Counsel  for  the  RespondeiU:  Mr.  Higgins,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Leresche. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose,  and  Norton. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  Ac.,  btti 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

Evidence  was  given  to  prove  that  corrupt  treating  had  taken 
place  at  two  public-houses,  the  Star,  and  the  Albion;  but  the 
witnesses  called  for  the  Respondent  proved  that  the  evidence  or 
which  the  Petitioners  relied  was  not  trustworthy.  Evidence  was 
also  given  to  prove  that  two  men,  Evans  and  Gilbert,  had  beet 
bribed  by  a  promise  of  their  day's  wages,  but  the  agency  of  the 
person  who  bribed  them  was  not  proved. 


PromiBe  of 
wages  bribery, 
17  &  18  Vict, 
e.  102,  s.  13. 

Agency — im« 
aathoriflod  act 
of  agent  of 


In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It  was  proved  that  a  voter,  Gilbert,  was  promised  his  day's 
wages  by  two  men,  Thomley  and  Vaughan,  if  he  would  vote  foi 
the  Respondent  It  was  proved  that  Thomley  was  a  publican, 
and  one  of  the  rooms  in  his  house  was  engaged  and  used  by  a 
committee  not  selected  by  the  Respondent,  but  consisting  of  bond 
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/&  rolunteeiB,  chosen  by  the  voters  of  the  district  as  persons  in  volunteer  com- 
vhom  they  had  confidence  to  be  the  head  of  their  own  depart-  ^t*^e^ 
ment  and  to  act  together.    At  the  request  of  one  of  these  com-  B^spoadent 
mittee-men,  Thomley  went  to  fetch  Gilbert  to  vote,  and  took  with 
him  one  Vaughan,  because  Vaughan  knew  Gilbert     They  were 
not  authorised  by  the  committee-man  who  sent  them  to  promise 
Gilbert  anything  for  his  vote,  but  they  did  in  fact  promise  him  his 
day's  wages. 

iff.  Leresche,  for  the  Respondent,  asked  Mr.  Justice  Black- 
hun  whether  he  should  rule  that  the  promising  a  day's  wages, 
supposing  it  were  proved,  was  a  corrupt  act  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  he  should  rule  that  it  was  so 
within  the  meaning  of  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  a  1 ; 
And  in  his  judgment  said  as  to  this : — 

^ There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  promise  or  offer  to  cause  a 
workman  or  other  person  to  be  no  loser  by  his  coming  to  vote  (for 
instance,  that  if  he  ¥dll  come  and  vote  for  a  particular  person*  he 
Aall  not  lose  his  day's  work,  that  he  shall  be  paid  his  day's  wages 
&r  the  holiday  whilst  he  votes  for  such  person,  instead  of  having 
lus  da/s  wages  as  he  would  if  he  stayed  away  from  voting  and  did 
Aill  wo^)  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  is  an  act  of 
bribeiy  and  corruption.  Thomley  and  Yaughan  distinctly  offered 
ttd  promised  two  voters  that  they  should  have  their  day  s  wages 
paid  them  if  they  would  come  and  vote.  That  amounted  to  an 
ttt  of  bribery  on  the  part  of  those  who  accepted  it,  and  on  the 
part  of  those  who  offered  it" 

Ab  to  the  general  rule  of  law  relating  to  agency  and  its  appli- 
cition  to  the  case  of  Thomley  and  Yaughan,  and  as  to  the  effect 
rf  their  acts  upon  the  B>espondent, 
Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn,  in  his  judgment,  said : — 
"The  Parliamentary  practice,  beginning  from  early  times, 
always  was  that  a  member  was  not  merely  to  lose  his  seat  on 
account  of  bribery  committed  by  himself  personally,  or  which  he 
penonally  did,  but  that  he  also  was  to  lose  it  when  he  was  guilty 
^  bribery  by  his  agents.  The  reason  of  that  was  obvious  enough. 
Candidates  put  forward  agents  to  act  for  them,  and  if  it  were 
Pitted  that  these  agents  should  play  foul  and  that  the  candi- 

F  2 
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date  should  have  all  the  benefit  of  this  foul  play  without  beinj 
responsible  for  it  in  the  way  of  losing  his  seat  if  the  foul  play  wa 
committed  by  the  agents  without  the  candidate  having  predflel 
known  it,  great  mischief  would  arise.  Then  again,  one  canno 
shut  one's  eyes  to  the  fact  that  to  a  great  extent  where  coirup 
practices  were  committed,  they  were  committed  by  persons  wh 
carefully  abstained  from  letting  the  member  know  precisely  wha 
they  were  going  to  do.  They  were  in  such  a  position  that  the 
could  act  actively  and  spend  money,  and  yet  the  candidate  migb 
be  carefully  kept  in  ignorance  that  they  were  spending  monq 
but  afterwards,  when  it  was  all  over  and  when  it  was  too  late  t 
petition  the  House  of  Commons,  they  would  say  to  the  sittini 
member,  '  Of  course  I  never  let  you  know  that  I  was  spending 
this  money,  but  you  have  had  all  the  benefit  of  it,  and  oonse 
quently  you  are  bound  in  honour  to  pay  me  for  the  expense  . 
have  incurred/  In  that  way  there  was  a  great  deal  of  corruptioi 
I  do  not  doubt  that  these  two  principal  grounds  led  to  what  wa 
undoubtedly  the  practice  of  election  committees,  that  it  was  no 
sufiScient  to  say  that  the  member  himself  was  not  guilty  of  corrtt{ 
practices,  or  did  not  know  of  them,  but  that  his  seat  was  lost  if  b 
was  guilty  by  his  agent.  And  that  law  which  was  recognised  b 
what  one  may  almost  call  the  common  law  of  Parliament  is  reco( 
nised,  in  my  opinion,  by  the  Legislature  in  the  17  &  18  Vict  c.  10 
s.  36,  by  which  it  is  enacted  that  if  any  candidate  at  an  electic 
for  any  county,  city,  or  borough,  shall  be  declared  by  any  electic 
committee  (it  is  now  the  election  judge)  guilty  by  himself  or  b 
agents  of  bribery,  treating,  or  undue  influence  at  such  electic 
such  candidate  shall  be  incapable  of  being  elected  or  sitting  i 
.  Parliament  for  such  county,  city  or  borough,  during  the  Parli 
ment  then  in  existence.  That  section  clearly  indicates  that  tl 
Legislature  sanctioned  the  decisions  of  the  House  of  Commons  I 
which  a  member  guilty  by  his  agents  of  treating,  or  any  oth( 
corrupt  practice,  was  incapable  of  sitting,  and  making  a  distinctic 
between  his  being  guilty  by  his  agents  only,  and  being  guill 
personally.  And  the  more  recent  Act,  the  Parliamentary  Ele 
tions  Act,  1868,  where  it  puts  a  more  severe  punishment  upim 
person  personally  guilty,  clearly  shows  that  there  is  a  distinctic 
whether  the  man  is  personally  guilty  or  whether  he  is  guilty  b 
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lis  agents.  Without  any  personal  guilt,  if  he  has  by  his  agents 
been  guilty  of  corruption,  then  the  seat  is  vacated  and  the 
member  can  no  longer  sit  for  that  place  during  that  Parliament. 

"Now  comes  the  question,  which  is  one  of  very  great  difficulty 
indeed,  What  is  the  definition  of  agency  ?  What  is  the  relation 
between  the  sitting  Member  and  the  person  guilty  of  a  corrupt 
practice  that  shall  constitute  agency,  so  as  to  make  the  sitting 
Member  responsible  for  it  ?  On  that  the  decisions  of  the  Election 
Committees,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  look  at  them,  do  not 
assist  me  at  all,  because  that  tribimal,  from  the  way  in  which  it 
iras  constituted,  did  not  give  reasons  for  any  of  those  decisions. 

"I  have  already,  in  the  Bewdley  case,*  had  occasion  to  decide  this 
much.  There  it  appeared  that  the  sitting  member  had  put  a  sum 
of  money  into  the  hands  of  his  agent,  and  that  he  exercised  no 
supervision  over  the  way  in  which  that  agent  was  spending  that 
money;  that  he  had  given  him  directions,  and  I  thought  really 
intended,  that  none  of  that  money  should  be  improperly  spent  ; 
but  that  he  had  accredited  and  trusted  his  agent,  and  left  him  the 
power  of  spending  the  money,  and  I  came  to  the  conclusion  upon 
that,  that  there  was  such  an  agency  established  as  that  the  sitting 
member  was  responsible  to  the  fullest  extent,  not  only  for  what 
that  agent  might  do,  but  for  what  all  the  people  whom  that  agent 
employed  might  do :  in  short,  making  that  agent,  as  far  as  that 
matter  was  concerned,  himself,  and  being  responsible  for  his  acts. 
I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  at  all  that  that  is  perfectly  correct. 

"Now,  we  come  further  than  this.  Of  course  here  it  clearly  is 
not  the  case  that  these  men  who  went  and  asked  the  voters  to 
come  and  vote  were  agents  to  that  extent.  But  this  much  is 
dear,  that  the  mere  act  of  taking  the  committee-rooms  amounts 
to  evidence  that  leaves  me  no  doubt  at  all  about  this,  that  the 
sitting  member  and  the  sitting  member's  people  did  request  the 
▼olunteer  committees  (as  I  may  call  them)  there  to  bring  up 
voters  when  they  could  ;  and  consequently  I  think  that  there  was 
^  much,  that  the  persons  who,  joining  these  volunteer  committees, 
^cnt  and  fetched  voters,  were  in  one  sense  employed  by  the 
atting  member  to  bring  the  voters  up.     It  is  upon  that,  which 

♦  Vide,  ante,  p.  18. 
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certainly  was  the  fact  here,  that  Mr.  Pope  rested  his  aigumeni 
upon  the  case  yesterday.  Mr.  Pope  laid  it  down  as  a  definite 
proposition  of  law,  that  wherever  a  sitting  member  or  his  agents 
for  whom  he  was  responsible,  had  employed  a  person  to  obtain 
a  vote,  though  they  meant  him  to  obtain  it  honestly,  yet  if  he  did 
that  corruptly  which  they  meant  him  to  do  uncorruptly,  they  must 
take  the  consequences.  To  a  very  considerable  extent  I  am  inclined 
to  agree  to  that  proposition.  In  the  Windsor  case*  Mr.  Justice  Willes, 
without  deciding  anything  in  particular,  stated  as  a  general  propo- 
sition that  a  person  employed  by  the  candidate  to  canvass  and  get 
a  vote  was  an  agent  for  whom  he  must  be  to  that  extent  respon- 
sible. As  a  general  proposition,  that  would  go  a  great  way 
towards  saying  who  is  an  agent,  but  I  don't  think  we  can  take  it 
as  an  absolute  hard  and  fast  rule  on  which  we  can  sav  that 
wherever  a  case  of  con-uption  has  been  brought  home  to  a  person 
who  was  within  this  limit,  the  seat  should  be  vacated.  The  effect 
of  that  would  be  to  say  that  wherever  there  were  volunteers 
who  were  acting  at  all,  and  whose  voluntary  acting  was  not 
repudiated  by  the  candidate  or  his  agents — ^wherever,  in  fact,  a 
person  came  forward  and  said, '  I  will  act  for  you  and  endeavour 
to  assist  you,'  and  the  candidate  or  his  agent  said,  'I  am  very 
much  obliged  to  you,  sir,* — ^any  corrupt  or  improper  act  done  by 
that  volunteer,  although  unconnected  with  the  member,  would 
render  the  election  void.  To  lay  down  such  hard  and  fast  rules  as 
that  would  at  times  work  great  injustice.  At  present  I  cannot  go 
further  than  to  say  that  each  case  must  be  considered  upon  the 
whole  facts  taken  together,  and  it  must  be  determined  in  that  way 
whether  the  relation  between  the  person  guilty  of  the  corrupt 
practice  and  the  member  was  such  as  to  make  the  latter  fairly 
responsible  for  it. 

"  In  bringing  that  into  consideration,  the  Judge  who  has  to 
decide  the  case  ought  to  bear  in  mind  the  reason  of  the  rule 
already  explained,  viz.,  that  the  candidate  must  be  responsible 
for  his  agent's  unauthorised  acts,  if  the  agent  was  one  who  was 
put  forward  by  him  so  that  he  might  have  the  benefit  of  his  foul 
play,  or  was  one  who  was  authorised  by  him  to  act  in  a  way  which 

♦  Vide,  ante,  p.  3. 
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would  give  him,  by  receiving  money  which  he  might  dispose  of, 
imcontTolled  agency.  Bearing  these  matters  in  mind,  I  think  the 
Jndge  must  say  in  each  case,  what  was  the  relation  made  out 
between  the  parties. 

''I  do  not  think  it  necessary  that  there  should  be  any  paid 
agency  to  make  a  candidate  responsible  for  what  the  person  has 
done.  And  I  think  that  many  of  these  volunteer  agents  who 
were  heads  of  committees  might  or  might  not  be  so  far  connected 
with  the  Respondent  that  he  would  be  responsible  for  them.  But, 
npon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  these  heads  of 
the  committee-rooms  were  not  parties  offering  this  payment  of 
wages.  I  do  not  think  there  was  any  sanction  or  consent  given  by 
anybody  to  the  offer  of  Thomley  and  Vaughan.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  both  Thomley  and  Vaughan  thought  that  Gilbert's  claim  to 
be  paid  his  day's  wages  was  so  very  equitable,  according  to  their 
view,  that  probably  the  wages  would  be  paid  by  the  Bespondent, 
and  that  being  so,  I  think  that  they  volunteered  the  statement, 
and  that  they  carried  it  further,  and  positively  assured  Gilbert 
that  he  would  be  paid. 

"But  then  comes  the  question,  were  Thomley  and  Vaughan  so 
connected  with  the  Respondent  as  to  be  agents  for  whose  corrupt 
acts  the  Respondent  would  be  responsible  7  As  I  have  already 
intimated,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  reasons  and.  objects  of  the 
Ttde,  and  to  take  the  case  as  it  stands  altogether.  K I  were  to  lay 
down  the  rule  that  such  an  act  as  this,  an  improper  act  of  such 
persons,  would  avoid  the  election,  I  do  not  see  that  any  one  could 
he  safe  in  ever  standing  at  any  election,  without  providing  that 
every  canvasser  and  every  person  engaged  in  the  election  should 
be  his  own  dependent,  over  whom  he  would  have  complete  control 
I  think  there  is  a  great  risk  in  all  cases  that  corruption  would  be 
concealed  and  hidden  under  things  of  that  sort  Wherever  it  does 
appear  that  there  is  any  groimd  to  suspect  that  there  is  any  cor- 
^ption  of  that  sort,  I  need  not  say  that  it  would  be  a  strong  case ; 
8nd  whenever  it  appears  that  the  things  are  numerously  done, 
it  would  go  very  far  to  show  that  the  agents  did  come  within  that 
principle  upon  which  I  think  the  law  is  founded,  viz.,  that  they 
^ere  persons  the  benefit  of  whose  foul  play  the  member  was  to  get, 
^  therefore  it  would  be  right  that  he  should  forfeit  his  seat  in 
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consequence.  But  in  such  a  case  as  this,  where  I  am  convinoed 
that  they  were  real  bond  Jide  volunteers,  voters  acting  for  them- 
selves, not  selected  by  the  member,  or  chosen  by  him  at  all,  but 
really  bond  fide,  in  a  business-like  manner,  the  voters  of  the  distx-ict 
choosing  sober  and  respectable  men,  in  whom  they  had  confider^ce, 
to  be  the  head  of  their  own  department,  and  acting  together,  a 
messenger  who  was  sent  by  one  of  them  is  not  so  directly  connec^^^d 
with  the  candidate,  or  any  of  his  recognised  agents,  as  to  make  l=fe.im 
responsible  for  his  misconduct  in  oflFering  a  bribe." 

Upon  one  Cassidy  being  called  as  a  witness, 
£  rt^Sd****  ^       ^^'  -^^^^^'  ^^^  ^^^  Respondent,  objected  to  his  being  calle<B^  t< 


through  inrof-    provo  any  specific  case,  on  the  groimd  that  his  name  was  not  dc^^wn 

fioient  parti-        •      .t  _x'      i 

coian,  but        ^1  tne  particulars. 

toS^^^by*       ^^-  ^^^'  ^^^  *^^®  Petitioners,  said  that  Mr.  Baron  Martm  ,  » 

Burpriae.  Bradford,*  had  decided  not  to  impose  any  such  restriction,  but  fcaad 

\  )  238.  allowed  the  cases  to  be  as  wide  as  possible. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn  said  that  all  through  these  cases  he  had 
gone  upon  this  principle,  namely,  that  he  should  not  allow  an/ 
inquiry  to  be  stifled  as  not  being  in  the  particulars ;  but  at  the 
same  time  he  could  not  allow  any  Respondent  to  be  taken  by 
surprise  without  having  fair  warning.      If,  therefore,   the  Peti- 
tioners relied  upon  this  evidence,  and  had  not  given  notice  of  it» 
they  must  apply  to  amend  the  particulars,  and  give  the  other  side 
reasonable  time  to  meet  the  case. 

Mr.  Justice  BLACKBURN,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respon- 
dent  duly  elected. 
What  intimi-         Speaking  of  the  evidence  which  had  been  given  of  intimidation, 
w^liJlsSI^^     and  intimating  that  it  had  failed  to  establish  a  case,  he  said  :— 

"  In  order  to  avoid  an  election  on  the  groimd  of  intimidation  and 
undue  influence,  either  it  must  be  shown  that  the  rioting  or 
violence  was  instigated  by  the  member  or  his  agents  for  whom  he 
is  responsible,  or  it  must  be  shown  that  it  was  to  such  an  extent 
as  to  preveiit  the  election  being  an  entirely  free  election." 

As  to  treating,  he  said,  after  citing  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  4: — 

♦  Vide,  ante,  p.  38. 


THE  STALEYBEIDaE  CASE.  73 

*  Hat  is  the  definition  that  the  act  gives,  and  on  that  definition  Treating,  to 
I  think  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  whole  is  governed  by  the  bewmi^t, 
word  'comiptly,'  which  means  with  the  object  and  intention  of  q^^^nof 
doing  that  which  the  Act  of  Parliament  intended  not  to  be  done  intention, 
for  the  object  and  purpose  of  influencing  the  election  by  the  giving 
of  meat  and  drink.     The  question  whether  or  no  there  is  '  corrupt ' 
giving  of  meat  and  drink  must,  like  every  other  question  of  inten- 
tion, depend  upon  what  was  done,  and,  to  a  great  extent,  the 
3xtent  to  which  it  was  done,  the  manner  and  way.     And  therefore 
t  is  a  question  which  must  always  be  more  or  less  a  question  of 
act- 
Commenting  upon  the  evidence  of  treating  which  had  been 
jiven  by  the  Petitioners,  he  said : — 

"The  effect  of  the  story  told  by  three   of  the  Petitioners'  What,  if 

It  irtTii  proved,  would 

witnesses  was,  that  they  went  to  the  Star  Inn ;  that  they  were  to  be  a  case  of 

be  kept  out  of  the  way  of  the  other  side ;  and  that  while  they  *'^*"*- 

were  there,  one  Bigby  was  brought  there ;  that  Rigby  was  taken 

upstairs  into  the   committee  or  club-room,  where   business  was 

going  on ;  that  he  was  introduced  by  one  Higginbottom  as  being  a 

liberal  Conservative  or  a  Liberal,  whom  they  were  to  keep  from 

the  other  side ;  and  in  order  to  induce  him  to  keep  there  they 

proceeded  to  make  a  mock  meeting,  at  which  they  put  him  in  the 

chair,  and  gave  him  drink,  made  him  make  a  speech,  and  in  short 

gave  him  drink  to  such  an  extent  that  he  was  taken  and  sent  in  a 

cab  to  the  Albion ;  that  Charles  Johnson,  the  younger,  who  was 

the  paid  agent  of  the  Respondent,  was  present  at  the  time  when 

that  took  place ;  that  he  approved  of  it,  and  told  them  to  give 

him  liquors  and  make  him  drink ;  that  he  would  send  a  cab  for 

bim  to  take  him  away  to  the  Albion,  where  they  would  take  care 

of  him  and  treat  him;  that  at  the  Albion  one  Bates,  the  head 

chairman  of  the  Respondent's  committee,  saw  him ;  and  when  he 

bad  seen  him.  Bates  came  out,  and  at  the  door  of  the  inn  made  a 

speech  to  what  were  called  roughs,  telling  them  that  they  were  to 

bring  in  votes  wherever  they  could  get  them  anyhow,  to  strike  the 

^^bs,  to  knock  the  cab  horses  in  the  legs,  and  knock  down  the  cab 

horses  if  they  could  not  otherwise  bring  them  in,  and  to  bring 

them  in  anyhow ;  that  there  they  were  to  be ;  that  Rigby  was 

t«ere,  and  Rigby  was  made  further  drunk  ;  and  that  two  Irishmen 
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who  were  not  named,  but  were  described,  were  brought  in  i 
made  completely  drunk,  and  put  aside  under  the  table  ;  that  Ba 
came  in  and  must  have  seen  them,  and  that  they  were  pointed 
to  Charles  Johnson  as  being  two  that  were  lying  there,  and  t 
the  red  ticket  that  belonged  to  one  of  the  Irishmen  was  shown 
order  to  show  that  they  had  got  an  adversary  whom,  by  giving 
drink  there,  they  had  prevented  from  voting.  K  anything  like  i 
were  true,  it  would  clearly  be  a  case  of  treating." 

As  to  costs,  he  said : — 

CaitB.  "  There  is  no  reason  why  this  case  should  be  taken  out  of  i 

general  iiile.     I  must  consequently  make  the  Petitioners  pay  * 
costs." 


CASE  XIII. 

BOROUGH  OF  TAMWORTH. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  February  9,  1869. 

♦ 

Petitioners:  Messrs.  Hill  and  Walton. 

Jiftpondents:  Sir  Robert  Peel,  Bart.,  and  Sir  Henry  Bulwer,  Bart 

CwMel  for  Petitioners  :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;   Mr.  Henry  James  ;  Mr. 

Waddy ;  Mr.  Wolferstan. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Young,  Maples  and  Co. 

Counsel  far  Respondent  Peel:  Mr.  QiiTard,  Q,C. ;  Mr.  Macnamara. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Freshfield. 

Counsel  for  Respondent  Bulwer :  Mr.  Keane,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Charles  Clark  ; 

Mr.  Lumley  Smith. 

Agent:  Mr.  Keane. 


Tfi£  petition  contained  the   usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c., 
^^  did  not  pray  the  seat 

Evidence  was  given  that  130  men,  some  of  whom  were  voters, 
^  been  employed  on  the  polling-day  and  the  day  previous  at  5». 
*  ^y,  but  it  was  not  shown,  first,  that  the  employment  of  them 
^  colourable ;  or  secondly,  that  they  were  employed  by  the  Sanc- 
ton of  either  of  the  candidates. 

Some  evidence  was  given  both  of  general  drunkenness  and 
^^  corrupt  treating ;  suspicious  circumstances  were  shown,  but  no- 
^^  was  established  on  either  ground. 

The  evidence  as  to  bribery  was  unimportant. 

^t  the  commencement  of  the  case, 
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Name  mis-  Mr.  Jaincs,  for  the  Petitioners,  stated  that  by  some  mis-copyiiLj 

ti^ii^^'li^  the  name  of  one  Thomas  Archer  had  been  inserted  in  the  list  c 
be  altered.  bribed  persons  as  John  Archer.  He  asked  the  Court  to  permit  tb. 
^  ^    '  name  to  be  altered,  the  Petitioners  undertaking  not  to  call  him  tiJ 

the  Respondents  had  had  the  same  three  days'  notice  as  if  hi 

name  had  been  correctly  inserted  in  the  list 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  he  hardly  felt  disposed  to   allo-^ 

the  Petitioners  to  alter  the  name,  there  having  been  abundaa 

time  to  prepare  the  particulars ;  but  he  presumed  that  probabl 

the   Respondents  would  not  object   to   the  case  being  brough 

forward. 

Mr.  Mdcnaviara,  for  the  Respondent  Peel,  said  that  he  shoul* 

prefer  the  case  being  gone  into. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Person  pro-  Upon  the  manager  of  a  bank  at  Taxnworth  being  adced  by  Mi 

ducing  cheques    -r  ,    . . ,        .  i_      •        i_  •        i  \ 

when  he  must    James  (without  having  been  previously  sworn) : — 
be  sworn.  Q   j)^  yQ^  produce  ceiiiain  cheques  signed  by  Shaw,  the  agent  ( 

the  two  Respondents? — A,  I  do  ;  how  many  do  you  want? 
Q.  As  many  as  you  have  got. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes: — "You   must  proceed  regularly.      Yo 
ought  to  ask  for  each  document  separately." 
Mr.  James: — "  We  do  not  know  the  dates  of  the  documents." 
Mr.  Justice  Willes  : — "  Then  you  must  swear  him." 
He  was  then  sworn. 

Banker  not  Upon  the  manager  of  the  Tamworth  bank  being  asked,  on  beha 

bound  to  pro-     of  the  Petitioners,  to  produce  the  private  account  of  Shaw*  tl 

duce  Respon-  n   i      -n  j  i     i  .       . 

dents*  agent's     agent  of  the  Respondents,  and  objectmg  to  do  so, 

Sjots  *^^^        Mr.  Justice  Willes  said : — "  I  do  not  think  you  are  bound  1 

relevant  produce  Shaw's  private  account,  except  so  far  as  to  let  me  loo 

at  it.     Then  if  it  is  material  to  the  inquiry,  I  will  say  so,  an 

in  that  case  you  will  be  bound  to  produce  it,  but  not  before.    '. 

there  is  any  possible  reason  for  its  being  produced,  counsel. shi9 

see  it." 

Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  submitted  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
for  the  production  of  Mr.  Shaw's  private  account  with  his  bankc 
during  the  months  of  September,  October,  November,  aud  Deoei 
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ber,  and  claimed  a  right  to  inspect  it  with  a  view  of  ascertaining 
whether  there  was  anything  in  it  which  would  assist  the  case  of 
the  Petitioners. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  he  must  rule  that  this  could  not  be 
done  without  laying  some  further  foundation  for  such  a  course  than 
at  present  existed,  either  by  calling  Mr.  Shaw  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  Giffard  then  stated  that  Mr.  Shaw  had  no  objection  to  his 
priyate  account  being  produced. 

A  chairman  of  one  of  the  Respondent  Peel's  local  committees  Questdons 
having  been  called  for  the  Respondents  to  rebut  the  charge  of  ti-eat-  ]Je^p^t  ^^^^^ 
ing  in  connection  with  the  committee  of  which  he  was  chairman,      chainnan  of 

committee 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  : — "  I  have  not  yet  heard  this  witness  called  to  rebut 
wked  two  questions  which  I  think  ought  to  be  asked  of  all  wit-  ...  T^ 
1166968  of  this  class,  viz.,  whether  he  supplied  drink  himself,  or 
bows  or  suspects  any  one  else  to  have  supplied  drink  either  to 
tlie  persons  who  were  at  the  committee  meetings,  or  generally  to 
persons  who  came  and  wished  to  partake  of  it." 


Upon  the  Respondent  Bulwer  being  called  as  a  witness,  he  was  Respondents 

1    1  wfien  c^Jled  2m 

wed  by  his  own  counsel : — Q.  "  We  have  heard  that  you  sent  witnesses  may 
<lown  a  sum  of  money  to  a  Mr.  Taylor  about  ten  days  ago  to  ^|^m*n^ 
tttisfy  certain  claims,  the  amount  being  what  you  thought  the  ^^y  ^^ 

right  sum  ?  ''—A.  "  May  I  be  allowed  to  state "  <j>  ff f 

V-  "  I  am  afraid  you  must  answer  my  questions." 
Mr.  Justice  Willes: — "The  sitting    Members  ought  to    be 
^wed  to  make  any  statements  they  think  proper." 

Upon  witness  being  asked  questions,  with  a  view  of  proving  Mayor  should 
ftat  the  Mayor  was  implicated  in  the  corrupt  treating  which  it  ^^^tlf^ 
*w  sonriit  to  establish,  ^^^  « »nten- 

,-_.__.  .  1  rm        -.*•  .  ^1-      tion  to  adduce 

nt,  J ustice  Willes  said : — "  The  Mayor  is  no  party  to  this  evidence  con- 

imf:^*^...  »>  necting  him 

Serjeant  BaUcmtine  (for  the  Petitioner)  said : — "  He  is  alleged  practices, 

to  have  been  present  during  the  treating." 

Mr.  Justice  WlL|^£S  intimated  that  in  his  opinon  the  Mayor 

ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  the  petition,  if  evidence  was 

to  be  given  to  implicate  him  in  any  way.     He  would  then  have 

bad  an  opportunity  of  defending  himself. 
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Serjeant  BaUantine  said  he  should  have  no  objection  to  call 
the  Mayor  as  a  witness. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said: — "I  will  not  call  upon  the  Mayor, 
because  I  do  not  wish  unnecessarily  to  put  him  in  the  position  of 
a  witness,  as  he  is  not  charged  in  the  petition.'' 


Employment 
of  priyate 
persons  to 
keep  the  peace 
not  illegal,  but 
dangerous. 

Bmployment  of 
voters  when 
illegal 

Agency  by 
adoption. 

What 
amounts  to 
ratification. 


It  was  proved  that  one  Baraclough,  an  agent  of  the  Respondent 
Bulwer,  obtained  leave  of  Shaw,  an  agent  at  that  time  of  both 
the  Respondents,  to  engage  a  few  men,  none  of  whom  were  to  be 
voters,  to  help  keep  the  peace  on  the  polling-day.     Baradough 
greatly  exceeded  the  authority  thus  given  to  him,  and  engaged  as 
many  as  180  men,  twenty-nine  of  whom  were  voters,  at  ten  shil- 
lings a  head.    After  the  election,  Baraclough  applied  to  one  Car- 
michael  to  pay  him  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  Feel  for  these 
men,  and  thereupon  the  Respondent  Feel,  believing  that  sonc^e 
men  had  been  actually  employed  in  this  way  on  his  behalf,  bixt 
without  knowing  any  of  the  details,  and  without  knowing  that  axxj 
voters  had  been  employed,  authorilsed  Carmichael  to  pay  them. 

Serjeant  BaZlantine,  for  the  Fetitioners,  contended,  as  regards 
the  case  against  the  Respondent  Feel, — 

First,  that  it  was  illegal  to  employ  persons  to  assist  in  keepiJE^£ 
the  peace ; 

Second,  that  it  was  illegal  to  employ  voters  at  all ; 

Third,  that  the  Respondent  Feel,  by  what  he  did,  ratified  tb^ 
illegal  act  of  Baraclough,  and  made  him  his  agent  by  adoption. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  his  judgment,  said,  as  to  the  fir**'^ 
point : — 

"  It  is  not  illegal  for  private  individuals  to  employ  persons  tX> 
keep  the  peace.  It  is  a  most  dangerous  practice,  and  one  whi<?^ 
ought  rarely,  if  ever,  to  be  resorted  to.  But  although  I  say  that  i* 
is  not  illegal,  yet  I  feel  bound  to  add  that  any  one  who  presume* 
to  appoint  for  himself  a  number  of  persons  whom  he  calls  private 
police  is  answerable,  as  their  master,  for  the  misconduct  of  ss^y 
one  of  them." 

As  to  the  second  point,  that  is,  the  employment  of  voters,  a  matted 
which  more  especially  affected  the  case  of  the  Respondent  Bulwe^^ 
inasmuch  as  Baraclough  was  proved  to  be  his  agent,  he  said : — 

"  The  law  with  respect  to  the  employment  of  voters  has  beeJ* 
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sed  in  a  variety  of  cases  which  have  come  before  Election 
ittees,  and  as  this  is  the  first  case  in  which  I  have  had  to 
upon  such  a  question,  I  think  it  right  to  refer  to  some  of 
3y  name.  In  the  Leicester  case  (1  Power,  Rodwell  &  Dew, 
i  was  laid  down  that  the  colorable  emplojrment  of  voters 
the  pretence  of  giving  them  wages  for  services  which  were 
adered,  is  bribeiy,  and  that  the  colorable  employment  of 
for  the  purpose  of  inducing  or  enticing  them  to  vote  for  the 
ite  who  employs  them,  is  bribery.  On  the  same  side  of  the 
•n  is  the  Oxford  case  (Wolferstan  &  Dew,  109),  and  the 
ise  (Wolferstan  &  Bristowe,  87).  On  the  other  hand  there 
rious  cases  in  which  the  Committees  came  to  the  con- 
that  the  employment  of  voters  was  not  colorable,  in  some 
e  the  services,  though  not  renilered,  were  expected  by  the 
ate  or  his  agent  to  be  rendered,  and  in  others  because  the 
on  to  bribe  was  negatived  by  the  circimistance  that  service 
Qtemplated  by  the  candidate  or  his  agent,  and  that  it  was 
Y  reason  of  the  misconduct  of  the  voters  employed  that  it 
)t  rendered.  The  most  remarkable  of  these  cases  is  the 
idge  case  (Wolferstan  &  Dew,  23,  41),  where  Mr.  Deasy 
Jr.  Baron  Deasy)  delivered  a  reasoned  judgment  There  is 
le  Lambeth  case  (Wolferstan  &  Dew,  129),  where  the  Com- 
decided  that  the  system  of  organised  canvassing,  which  was 
to  have  existed  at  that  election,  accompanied  by  tlte  pay- 
)f  the  canvassers,  was,  under  the  circumstances,  legitimate, 
I  payments  were  made  to  the  voters  who  were  employed  in 
urse  of  the  system.  In  the  Preston  case,  too  (Wolferstan 
towe,  76),  the  Committee  declined  to  set  aside  the  election 
ground  that  the  system  had  been  resorted  to. 
aring  in  mind  that  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868, 
.  26,  directs  the  Judge  to  act  upon  the  principles  upon 
Election  Committees  have  acted  where  he  has  no  light  from 
les  which  his  own  professional  experience  supplies  him  with, 
»ses  may  be  taken  to  throw  light  upon  the  employment  of 
130  men,  so  far  as  the  number  consisted  of  voters." 
seeding  to  deal  with  the  facts,  and  pointing  out  that  the 
)le  to  be  acted  upon  was  represented  by  the  question — "  Is 
uployment  of  these  130  men  a  colorable  device  to  cover 
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bribery  ?  or  is  it  to  be  referred  to  motives  and  springs  of  actic 
other  than  an  intention  to  procure  votes  ?  "  he  said  : — 

"  The  question  to  be  inquired  into  here  is  why  did  Baracioug 
employ  these  130  men  ?  I  believe  that  he  employed  them  becaus 
he  desired  to  gain  popularity  for  himself,  and  because  he  desire 
to  make  a  handle  of  their  employment  to  gain  favour  for  himse 
among  the  class  to  which  the  men  belonged.  I  believe  that  l 
did  it  to  make  capital  for  himself,  and  that  in  doing  so  he  acte 
unfaithfully  to  his  employer.  He  did,  in  employing  those  me 
what  was  not  to  the  advantage  of  his  employer,  or  of  the  Bespoi 
dent  Bulwer ;  on  the  contrary,  what  has  rebounded  in  strong  su 
picion  and  some  degree  of  discredit  to  the  cause  on  the  side 
which  those  men  were  employed;  and  if  I  had  arrived  at  tl 
conclusion  that  the  intention  of  emplojring  those  130  men  was 
engage  one  voter  to  vote  for  the  Respondent  Bulwer,  who  wou 
otherwise  have  voted  for  Mr.  John  Peel,  I  should  have  said  th 
the  election  (at  any  rate,  of  the  Respondent  Bulwer)  was  void" 

After  analysing  the  rest  of  the  evidence,  he  went  on  to  say  : — 

"  Upon  the  whole,  however,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  w 
an  unauthorised  act,  done  by  Baraclough  for  the  purpose  of  obtiu 
ing  popularity  for  himself,  and  that  it  was  not  either  in  respect 
the  question  of  law,  or  upon  the  established  facts,  an  act  whid 
can  designate  as  having  been  bribery.  It  is  an  act  which,  so  far 
I  judicially  can,  I  reprehfend  and  condemn,  and  if  I  thought  it  h 
been  done  by  him  with  any  view  to  advancing  the  interest  of  1 
employers, — so  that  I  had  to  impute  the  intention  to  do  tb 
which  was  the  natural  consequence  of  the  act, — I  must  have  h( 
this  election  to  be  void." 

As  to  the  third  point,  that  is,  the  ratification  by  the  Responde 
Peel  of  the  act  of  Baraclough,  he  said : — 

''  It  is  a  broad  principle  of  law  that  no  man  should  be  anstw* 
able  for  the  act  of  another,  except  to  the  extent  of  the  author 
he  has  given  him,  or  that  he  has  allowed  him  to  assume,  or 
respect  to  liabilities  attached  by  the  policy  of  the  law  to  certi 
agencies  in  which  it  is  thought  well,  for  the  benefit  of  the  publ 
that  the  agent  should  be  considered  to  represent  his  princip 
whether  he  has  actual  authority  from  him  or  not,  provided  only 
has  an  appointment  as  an  agent.    But  the  rule  is  plain  that  a  rati 
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cation  after  the  act  is  equivalent  to  an  authority  given  at  the  time. 
The  rule  is  also  plain  as  limited  to  the  case  in  which  the  principal, 
the  person  sought  to  be  made  liable  as  principal,  is  acquainted 
with  the  character  of  the  act  at  the  time  when  he  ratifies.  The 
Respondent  Peel  in  consenting  that  the  men  employed  by  Bara- 
doogh  should  be  paid,  and  paid  out  of  his  money,  did  what  would 
be  a  sufficient  adoption  of  the  act  provided  the  Respondent  Peel 
It  the  time  was  acquainted  with  the  character  of  the  act  Was  he 
acquainted  with  the  character  of  the  act  ?  I  am  satisfied  he  was 
not  The  conclusion  therefore  is,  that  as  the  Respondent  Peel  was 
not  acquainted  with  the  illegaHty  of  the  act  of  Baraclough,  sup- 
posing it  to  have  been  illegal,  at  the  time  when  he  did  the  act 
whidx  would,  if  he  were  so  acquainted,  have  amounted  to  a  ratifi- 
cation, his  case  does  not  fall  within  the  rule  of  agency  by  adoption." 

Mr.  Justice  Welles  in  his  judgment  declared  both  the  Respon- 
dents duly  elected. 

With  reference  to  the  law  of  agency  he  said : — "It  is  a  principle  Law  of  agency 
of  substantive  law  that,  for  the  preservation  of  the  purity  and 
freedom  of  elections,  the  member  returned  shall  be  answerable,  not 
only  for  his  own  acts,  but  for  the  acts  of  his  agents,  whom  he  puts 
in  his  place  to  represent  him  in  the  conduct  of  the  election.  It  is 
luineoessary,  after  the  luminous  discussions  of  that  principle,  and 
wpedally  one  that  has  lately  appeared,  by  my  Brother  Blackburn,* 
to  enlarge  upon  it.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  dismiss  it  with  an 
illustration,  an  illustration,  it  is  true,  not  involving  the  consti- 
tutional principle  which  makes  the  chief  value  of  the  rule,  but 
wbich  will  at  once,  show  its  good  sense  and  its  justice.  If  a 
'"ce  were  to  take  place  between  two  vessels  for  a  prize,  and 
tte  steersman  aboard  one  of  those  vessels  was  to  thwart  his 
opponent  by  declining  to  give  way  to  the  vessel  that  had  a  right 
to  keep  her  wind;  or  if  one  of  the  crew  hoisted  an  extra  sail  not 
•Bowed  by  the  rules  of  the  race,  and  the  vessel  aboard  which  that 
foul  play  took  place  was  to  come  in  first,  the  owner  could  not  claim 
the  prize,  even  by  showing  that  he  was  away,  that  he  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  misconduct  of  his  servants,  or  even  that  he  forbade 

♦  tiembU,  the  Bew<lley  case,  ante,  p.  17. 
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them  to.be  guilty  of  such  misconduct;  nor  could  he  mend  hifi 

position  by  showing  that  if  no  such  misconduct  had  taken  place 

his  vessel  would  nevertheless  liave  been  sure  to  come  in  first" 

Joint  attention       j^  to  the  joint  action  of  the  two  Respondents,  and  their  con- 
to  the  registra-  ...  . 

tion  does  not  sequent  liability  for  the  acts  of  each  other's  agents,  he  said: — 
Snply  joint  "  I^  ^^  been  urged  upon  the  Court  that  there  was  a  joint  action 

"^^'^Uea^^^^^t  ^^^^^^^i'^g  ^  mutual  agency  on  the  paii;  of  the  two  Respondent! 

election,  or  It  is  Said  that  they  proceeded  jointly,  and  that  they  were  joinU? 

joint  liability.  ii«  o  ^  .r 

represented  at  the  register.    Everybody  knows  the  importance  of 
attending  to  the  register,  and  of  combining  at  the  register  the 
forces  of  those  who  represent  one  side  in  politics ;  and  I  have  no 
doubt  that  both  the  Respondents  anticipated  the  contest  which  vas 
about  to  take  place  ;  that  the  Respondent  Peel,  wishing  well  to  the 
Respondent  Bulwer  from  the  beginning,  being  satisfied  with  Ub 
coming  forward,  and  desiring  that  he  should  be  returned  with  him, 
but  not  at  his  expense,  did  unite  with  him  in  taking  care  that 
the  register  was  properly  framed  and  their  interests  attended  to. 
That  registration  took  place  about  September.     September  went 
by,  and  after  that  the  two  Respondents  appear  to  have  pursued 
different  courses." 

He  concluded  by  saying  that  the  Petitioners  had  failed  to  eaitBr 
blish  any  such  joint  action  between  the  two  Respondents  as  wouW 
make  them  answerable  for  the  acts  of  each  other's  agents. 
Land  agent  As  to  the  liability  of  either  of  the  Respondents  for  wrongf*-*' 

agent  in  a<5ts,  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  one  Carmichael,  he  said  : — 

"It  was  proved  that  Carmichael  was  the  land  agent  of  tl^^ 
Respondent  Peel;  he  was  forbidden  to  interfere  in  electi<^^ 
matters  at  all,  and  he  did  not  in  fact  interfere  in  election  matte  :^^ 
for  the  Respondent  Peel ;  but  it  was  alleged  that  he  did  interfe^"^ 
for  the  Respondent  Bulwer,  and  that  he  did  so  with  the  R^' 
spondent  Peel  looking  on,  and  therefore  that  he  bound  the«^^ 
both.  Inasmuch  as  Carmichael  was  a  land  agent,  and  not 
election  agent  for  the  Respondent  Peel,  and  not  an  agent  in 
sense  for  the  Respondent  Bulwer,  it  is  clear  that  the  whole  of  tl*  ^ 
evidence  introduced,  with  respect  to  CarmichaeFs  alleged  wrongft^ 
acts,  was  irrelevant." 

As  to  treating,  he  said  : — 

"  Treating  to  be  corrupt  must  be  treating  under  circumstance^-^ 


election 
loattera. 
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and  in  a  manner  that  the  person  who  treated  used  meat  or  drink  v^iat  is  cor- 
vith  a  corrupt  mind,  that  is  with  a  view  to  induce  people,  by  the  ™P^  treating, 
pampering  of  their  appetites,  to  vote,  or  to  abstain  from  voting  ;  not  neceaBarily 
and  in  so  doing,  to  act  otherwise  than  they  would   have  done  ^^^"^P*' 
without  the  inducement  of  meat  or  drink.     It  is  not  the  law  that 
eating  and  drinking  are  to  cease  during  an  election ;  eating  and 
Jrinking  by  voters  is  specially  provided  for  by  the  23rd  section  of 
he  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854,  and  that  section  forbids  and 
nakes  it  illegal  to  give  meat  or  drink  to  voters  upon  the  day  of  ' 

be  nomination,  or  upon  the  day  of  the  poll ;  to  give  meat  or 
rink  by  way  of  refreshment,  however  moderate,  to  voters,  on 
3count  of  their  having  voted,  or  being  about  to  vote  ;  and  even  in 
le  case  of  persons  being  about  to  vote,  it  imposes  a  penalty  of 
[>«.  only  upon  the  person  who  so  treats  by  way  of  fair  refreshment, 
ow,  nothing  therefore  can  make  it  more  obvious  that  the 
egislature  did  not  intend  that  every  bit  of  bread  or  sup  of  drink 
LTen  to  a  voter  in  the  couree  of  an  election,  should  have  the 
3Fect  of  defeating  that  election.  If  the  Legislature  meant  so,  it 
ould  have  said  so  in  the  section  to  which  I  have  referred.  It  has 
cpoaed  a  special  penalty,  and  made  such  an  act  illegal,  but  it 
as  not  said  such  an  act  shall  avoid  the  election.  What  the 
v^isiature  has  said  in  the  4th  section  is  that  such  an  act,  if  done 
:>rruptly  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  election,  shall  make 
3e  election  void ;  and  that  by  virtue  of  the  36th  section  of  the 
t-atute,  which  classes  together  bribery,  treating,  and  undue  in- 
nence,  the  committing  of  either  of  them  by  the  member  or  his 
gent  shall  void  the  election," 
Aa  to  the  way  in  which  treating  shoidd  be  proved,  he  said  : —  Marshalling 
"  I  think  it  would  be  well  that  some  course  should  be  taken  (of  *£®^th^7 
^urse  it  must  be  in  coniunction  with  the  other  Judges,  who  have  when  publicaii» 

•*  ®  should  be 

c  deal  with   this  subject)   for  the   purpose    of   in    some   way  called  by 
^marshalling  the  Evidence  of  treating  under  the  direction  of  the 
3ourt 

"At  Guildford,  where  a  series  of  local  committees  were  ap- 
pointed, and  where  a  gieat  deal  of  evidence  was  given  to  show 
that  there  was  a  great  number  of  persons,  some  voters,  some 
bangers-on,  some  parasites,  who  went  round  to  drink  wherever 
ttiey  could  find  drink,  and  supped  out  of  others*  pots,  without 
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Principles 
applicable  to 
all  circum- 
itantial  eyi- 
dence. 


paying,  I  took  the  course  of  saying  that  the  Petitioners,  iJT  the 
thought  proper  to  charge  syoits  of  that  kind  as  being  evidence  < 
treating  by  the  sitting  member  or  his  agent,  must  give  soic 
evidence  by  calling  the  publicans,  in  order  to  show  that  the  ordt 
was  really  given  by  one  or  other  of  such  persons,  and  hot  call  upo 
the  Court  to  assume  that  a  misdemeanour  was  necessarily  cone 
mitted  from  the  mere  fact  of  drink  being  supplied  by  the  publicai 
and  talk  being  supplied  by  the  Speaker.  At  Lichfield,  addn 
upon  that  view,  I  plainly  stated  that  the  Petitioner  had  bette 
call  the  publicans,  and  let  us  at  once  know  whether  they  cooX 
give  any  evidence  as  to  the  people  who  had  given  orders  for  th 
drink  ;  that  course  was  pursued,  and  the  result  was  that  the  whol 
truth  was  brought  out  during  the  Petitioner's  case." 

In  the  course  of  his  review  of  the  circumstantial  evidence,  whic 
had  been  adduced  in  Support  of  the  chai-ges  in  the  petition,  b 
took  occasion  to  say  as  follows  : — 

"  There  are  certain  views,  broad  and  sensible,  which  are  appl 
cable  to  this  and  to  all  cases  of  circumstantial  evidence.  There  : 
one  principle  of  the  law  of  evidence  which  may  be  said  to  I 
universal,  that  of  first  ascertaining  upon  whom  rests  the  burden  < 
establishing  the  affirmative.  You  ought  to  judge  of  a  case  just  t 
much  by  evidence  which  might  have  been  produced  if  the  affirm; 
tive  were  true,  and  which  has  not  been  produced,  as  by  the  evident 
which  has  been  laid  before  the  Court.  In  other  words,  no  amoui 
of  evidence  ought  to  induce  a  judicial  tribunal  to  act  upon  me: 
suspicion  or  to  imagine  the  existence  of  evidence  which  might  ha^ 
been  given  by  the  Petitioner,  but  which  he  has  not  thought  it 
his  interest  actually  to  bring  forward,  and  to  act  upon  that  eviden<! 
and  not  upon  the  evidence  which  really  has  been  brought  forwar 
The  second  principle,  which  is  more  particularly  applicable  to  ci 
cumstantial  evidence,  is  this — that  the  circumstances  to  establii 
the  affirmative  of  a  proposition  where  circumstantial  evidence 
relied  upon,  must  be  all,  such  of  them  as  are  believed,  circumstanc 
consistent  with  the  affirmative ;  and  that  there  must  be  some  oi 
or  more  circumstance  believed  by  the  tribunal,  if  you  are  dealii 
with  a  criminal  case,  inconsistent  with  any  rational  theory  of  inn 
cence,  and  when  you  are  dealing  with  a  civil  case  (otherwii 
expressed,  though  probably  the  result  is  for  the  most  part  tl 
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same),  proving  the  probability  of  the  affirmative  to  be  so  much 
itroDger  than  that  of  the  negative,  that  a  rational  mind  would 
adopt  the  affirmative  in  preference  to  the  negative/' 
As  to  the  efifect  of  general  drunkenness,  not  traceable  to  the  Effect  on 

n  1      .         1  .  .1  .  .  election  of 

Kespondent  or  his  agent,  he  said  : —  proof  of 

'*If  it  had  been  established  that  there  was  throughout  the  borough,  JJJiJSJ^ew. 
or  anj  great  part  of  it,  general  drunkenness  (though  it  could  not  be 
tooed  to  the  Respondent  or  any  agent  of  his),  if  it  produced  obvious 
demoralisation  to  an  extent  which  must  have  influenced  the  election 
hfy  producing  the  vote  of  one  or  more  of  the  constituency  in  favour 
of  the  Bespondent  Bulwer,  who  would  otherwise  have  voted  for  Mr. 
John  Feel,  I  should  have  considered  that  a  strong  case  had  been 
made,  to  be  rebutted  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent     Oeneral 
bribery  unquestionably,  from  whatever  quarter  it  comes,  will  vitiate 
an  election,  even  without  proving  any  such  connection,  probably 
because  of  the  propriety  of  acting  upon  the  presumption  that  it 
must  have  been  from  some  person  so  interested  in  the  member,  or 
ao  connected  with  his  agent,  that  it  ought  to  be  attributed  to  the 
one,  or  at  least  ta  the  other.     It  has  been  said  that  the  same  law 
applies  to  general  treating.     I  desire  to  abstain  from  giving  any 
opinion  upon  that^  because  I  observe  that  in  the  Lambeth  case^ 
the  Committee,  no  doubt  acting  upon  sound  advice,  stated  that 
there  was  a  distinction  between  bribery  and  treating ;  and  Com- 
mittees, notwithstanding  they  were  empowered  to,  and  generally 
did,  go  into  evidence  of  bribery  in   the   first   instance    without 
lequirmg  evidence  of  agency  to  be  given,  appear  lately  to  have 
insiated — no  doubt  with  a  view  to  the  marshalling  of  the  evidence — 
that  agency  should  be  proved  first     When  general  drunkenness  is 
i^Biorted  to  on  the  part  of  the  member,  there  is  this  distinction 
between  it  and  bribery.     You  have  people  commonly  brought  up 
dnrnk  to  the  poll :  you  have  drunkenness  continued  up  to  the  time 
St  which  it  is  likely  to  influence  the  vote  of  the  man  who  is  so 
vulgar-minded  that  he  will  sell  himself  for  drink.     If  you  make 
a  man  drunk  to-day,  the  election  being  about  to  take  place  upon 
*be  lat  of  March,  it  may  or  may  not  incline  him  in  your  favour. 
He  may  be  your  friend  in  his  maudlin  state,  but  when  he  comes  to 

♦  Wolferitan  &  Dew,  p.  129. 
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his  senses  the  next  morning,  and  feels  a  huskiness  in  his  throat,  am 
has  got  rid,  more  or  less,  of  his  vice  of  yesterday,  he  would  form  i 
very  mean  opinion  of  the  man  who  endeavoured  to  get  him  to  vot« 
upon  the  1st  of  next  month  by  making  a  hog  of  him  on  the  15th  o 
this  month.  That  is  not  so  with  bribery.  You  give  the  man  th< 
money;  he  has  had  the  advantage  of  it;  he  has  committed  tb 
odious  offence,  but  he  has  at  least  the  advantage  of  retaining  an^ 
of  spending  for  himself  the  wages  of  his  iniquity.  Drunkenness 
in  the  way  of  general  drunkenness  with  a  view  of  influencing  tli 
election,  according  to  my  reading,  would  be  drunkenness  operatia 
upon  men  at  or  near  the  time  when  you  wanted  them  to  come  up  t 
the  poll  to  give  you  votes;  and  therefore  to  prove  that  the  boroug 
was  generally  made  dnmk  in  the  first  week  in  August,  in  order  ths 
people  might  be  induced  to  vote  upon  the  17th  of  November,  r€ 
quires  drawing  a  much  more  far-fetched  conclusion  than  to  say  tha 
each  man  got  a,  51.  note  in  the  first  week  in  August  in  order  ths 
he  might  vote  on  the  17th  of  November." 
Gaps  in  Passing  on  to  consider  the  evidence  given  as  to  certain  specifi 

cww^may^be       *^^  of  drinking,  he  said  that  although  it  appeared  that  the  Pet: 
supplemented     tioner's  case  failed  in  some  respects,  he  had  a  further  duty  t 

byBespondent  s  m.  ^ 

cadence.  perform   with  regard  to  it,  which  was  to  inspect  narrowly  tb 

Respondent's  case,  in  order  to  see  whether  it  supplied  those  gap 
which  the  Petitioner's  case  presented. 
Object  of  Dealing  with  the  case  of  some  women  who  had  been  treated  b 

w^enf  one  Shaw,  the  Respondent's  agent,  he  said  the  question  was,  Wer 

they  treated  in  order  that  they  might  influence  their  fathen 
brothers,  or  sweethearts  ?  If  so,  this  would  be  unquestionabl 
corrupt  treating,  and  would  avoid  the  election. 

As  to  using  of  public-houses  for  canvassing  purposes,  he  said  :- 
Orgsnizing  ''This  dangerous  practice   of  organizing  canvasses  at   pubUc 

pSSuc^usesa  houses  was  resorted  to  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  Bulwer  a 
^^^^^^'"^         eight  places,  and  at  some  of  these,  if  not  at  alL  he  incurred  biU 

practice,  for  o       ^  '  '  f^ 

two  reasons,      for  rooms,  though  not  for  drink.     When  the  time  came  for  meet 

ings  to  be  held,  he  addressed  the  electors  at  those  eight  places.  A 
organization  existed  here  like  that  in  the  Lambeth  case,  whid 
might  shortly  be  described  thus :  Workmen's  Committees  wer 
formed — respectable  persons  who  could  be  relied  upon  and  truste 
to  preside  at  those  committees,  and  to  set  on  foot  a  canvass  of  th 
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new  voters  (who  were  some  of  them  workmg  men  in  factories  and 
some  in  foundries,  some  being  engaged  in  agricultui'e)  on  behalf  of 
the  Respondent  Bulwer ;  and  I  think  it  may  be  taken  that  at  the 
committees  which  so  met  there  was  beer  drunk,  a  part  of  which 
is  represented  in  the  amounts  which  were  allowed  under  the  terms 
of  fiur  refreshment  when  the  bills  came  to  be  paid  upon  the  part 
of  the  Respondent  Bulwer. 

"Such  an  organization  as  this  I  call  a  dangerous  practice,  and 
for  two  reasons. 

"First,  because  persons  who  are  no  voters  at  all,  who  have  no 
interest  in  either  party,  and  who  only  care  to  swig  at  other 
people's  expense,  wherever  they  think  drink  is  going  gratui- 
tously, go  round  to  such  meetings,  and  are  allowed  to  go  in 
under  the  mistaken  notion  that  they  are  voters  on  legitimate 
business  with  the  committee,  or  out  of  good  nature  not  liking 
to  object  to  them.  The  candidate  is  thus  exposed  to  a  num- 
ber of  persons  of  that  sort  dropping  in  and  drinking  what  they 
do  not  pay  for,  and  then  making  a  great  show  of  it  when  the 
trial  comes.  If  you  could  get  ten  people  who  went  round  to 
twoity-seven  houses,  at  each  of  which  ten  meetings  were  held, 
you  might  get  2700  pieces  of  evidence,  and  if  you  could  dis- 
mnge  it  and  mix  it  up  and  down  before  the  Judge,  more  or  less, 
ud  he  was  too  lazy  or  too  little  perspicuous  to  be  able  to  reduce 
H  to  its  natural  order  and  to-  see  exactly  what  it  all  means,  you 
vould  run  a  very  great  chance  of  his  concluding  that  extensive 
treating  prevailed. 

"The  second  reason  is,  because  committee-men  who  are  employed, 
^i  who  it  has  been  assumed  may  be  supplied  with  refresh- 
DientB,  never  ought  to  be.  If  committee-men  are  allowed  to 
have  drink  it  is  sure  to  lead  to  excess.  The  committee-men  are 
•Imost  sure  to  bring,  occasionally,  a  friend  or  two,  and  to  intro- 
duce them  under  the  same  circumstances  as  the  intruders  and 
P^tes  to  whom  I  referred  as  the  first  class  of  perilous  people 
^ould  have  introduced  themselves,  and  these  again  form  a 
'wdy  of  witnesses  who  greatly  add  to  the  mass  of  evidence  out  of 
^hich  the  judge  has  to  extract  the  truth.  There  is  also  a  third 
reason,  and  that  is  with  regard  to  the  landlords  themselves.  The 
*Jidlord  being  called  upon  to  lend  his  room  for  the  purpose  of 
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holding  meetings  there,  and  having,  it  may  be  implied,  authority 
to  provide  fair  refreshment  to  the  committee  during  their  labour 
(which  could  hardly  have  the  name  of  treating  affixed  to  it  unless 
it  were  excessive),  takes  upon  himself,  without  any  orders  at  all, 
and  upon  the  chance  of  being  paid  by  the  candidate  if  he  should 
turn  out  to  be  successful,  to  allow  a  long  score  to  be  run  up  for 
other  refreshments  in  addition  to  what  he  has  been  authorized  to 
supply." 
CoBtB.  As  to  costs,  he  said : — 

"  It  only  remains  that  I  should  dispose  of  the  question  of  costs. 
I  will  not  put  it  upon  the  counsel  to  make  the  application.  With 
respect  to  the  Respondent  Peel,  there  is  no  difficulty.  He  has 
been  returned  for  this  borough  by  fair  means,  and  by  a  majority 
which  most  unquestionably  pronounces  the  opinion  of  the  people 
in  his  favour.  He  would  never  have  been  petitioned  against  but 
for  his  alleged  connection  with  the  Respondent  Bulwer.  There 
was  no  such  connection  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court 
A  personal  attack  was  made  upon  him,  which,  upon  the  evidence, 
I  am  bound  to  say,  has  proved  utterly  groundless.  I  must  order 
the  Petitioners  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  Respondent  Peel. 

"In  respect  to  the  Respondent  Bulwer,  1  draw  no  distinction 
between  him  and  the  Respondent  Peel  personally.  But  it  must  be 
obvious  that  the  question  of  the  ISO  men,  and  the  question  of 
treating,  have  given  me  very  great  anxiety.  I  think  if  the  case 
against  the  Respondent  Bulwer  had  turned  only  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  treating,  I  might  have  pronounced  the  same  conclusion  as  to 
him  as  I  have  already  done  as  to  the  Respondent  Peel ;  but  I  look 
with  so  much  dislike  upon  the  renewal  of  any  system  of  private 
war  or  any  semblance  of  it  in  this  or  any  other  country,  I  look 
upon  it  as  so  dangerous,  so  much  to  be  deprecated,  should  it  be 
threatened,  and  so  much  to  be  abolished  and  put  down  by  the 
strong  arm  of  the  law  should  it  arise,  that  I  think  the  fact  of 
the  employment  of  the  mob  by  Baraclough,  though  it  does  not  in 
point  of  law  affect  the  fate  of  the  election  as  far  as  the  Respon- 
dent Bulwer  is  concerned,  ought  in  a  matter  which  is  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  discretion,  to  induce  me  to  abstain  from  ordering  that 
the  Petitioners  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  Respondent  Bulwer.*' 


CASE  XIV. 

BOROUGH  OF  WESTMINSTER. 

Before  Mb.  Baron  Martin,  Februart  19, 1869. 


Petitioners ;  Beal  and  others. 

Respondent :  Mr.  W.  H.  Smith. 

Cnmdfor  Petitioners :  Mr.  Fitzjamee  Stephen,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Murch  ;  Mr.  Littler. 

Agent :  Mr.  Cobb. 

^^^nniN^  for  Respondent :  Mr,  Hawkins,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine ;  Mr. 

Hugh  Shield  ;  Mr.  D.  Kingsford. 

Agents :  Meesra.  Rogerson  and  Ford. 


Th9  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c., 
Init  did  not  prfty  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  considerable  sums  of  money  were  spent  on 
l^siuilf  of  the  Respondent  in  payments  to  certain  shopkeepers  for 
^wing  boards  containing  the  Respondent's  bills  and  placards  to 
l)e  put  up  in  their  windows  ;  and  in  order  to  show  that  this  was 
^with  the  intention  of  corruptly  influencing  votes,  evidence 
^  given  of  the  following  suspicious  circumstances  : — 

1*  The  enormous  expenditure  of  the  Respondent  on  the  election 
generally,  when  compared  with  that  of  the  other  side. 

2.  The  amount  paid  in  respect  of  the  boards  themselves,  coupled 
^th  the  non-production  of  the  vouchers  relating  to  that  amount. 

3.  The  employment  of  a  person  named  Edwards,  who  had  been 
pp&?i<nttly  reported  as  guilty  of  bribery  on  a  very  large  scala 

Thi«  evidence,  however,  was  rebutted  by  that  given  by  Mr. 
^^'lOtttcm,  the  chairman  of  the  Respondent's  committee,  who  swore 
^^  no  corrupt  intention  existed. 


90 


ELECTION  PETITIONS. 


The  evidence  on   the   charge  of  bribery  failed  to  establish 
case. 


Paying  Voters 
to  allow  boards 
to  ttand  oat- 
side  their 
windows  not 
,  necenarily  a 
corrupt  act. 


In  the  course  of  the  case, 

It  was  proved  that  a  number  of  shopkeepers  allowed  boards 
stand  outside  their  windows,  on  which  were  posted  the  Bespo 
dent's  bills  and  placards.     Some  of  these  shopkeepers  were  pc 
in  respect  of  these  boards  at  the  rate  of  7«.  per  board  per  wee 
some   of  them,  too,  believed  that   it  was   intended  thereby 
influence  their  votes.     The  bills  and  vouchers  for  these  paymei 
were  not  produced ;  the  whole  amount  of  money  paid  in  respect 
these  boards  was  2091.     Also,  it  was  proved  that  one  Edwar 
who  was  employed  to  superintend  this  matter,  was  a  person  w 
up  to  1851  was  for  many  years  employed  in  bribing  electors 
St.  Albans. 

Mr.  Haivkins,  for  the  Respondent,  contended  that  it  had  r 
been  proved  that  any  votes  were  actually  affected  in  consequen 
of  the  money  paid  on  account  of  these  boards. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  : — "  That  is  not  the  real  question,  T 
question  I  have  to  try  is  whether  there  was  an  intention  on  t 
part  of  the  Respondent's  agents  that  the  benefit  to  arise  to  vot( 
from  being  paid  to  exhibit  these  boards  should  influence  th 
votes  or  induce  them  to  vote.  The  expressions  used  in  the  17 
18  Vict.  c.  102,  are  ' in  order  to  influence  the  vote,'  and  'to  indi 
the  voter  to  vote,*  and  I  ought  to  be  satisfied  that  the  paymei 
were  made  in  respect  of  these  boards  with  that  object." 

Witnesses  called  for  the  Respondents,  proved  that  all  that  ¥ 
done  in  respect  to  these  boards  was  done  bond  fide,  and  that  th< 
was  no  intention  thereby  to  influence  votes. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment,  said  as 
this  matter: — 

"  For  me  to  decide  that  the  Respondent  is  incapable  of  bei 
elected  by  reason  of  these  boards,  I  must  be  satisfied  that  wh 
these  boards  were  issued  there  was  in  the  mind  of  the  Respc 
dent's  agents  the  intention  that  the  payment  with  regard  to  th< 
was  to  be,  not  for  the  purpose  of  compensating  the  persons 
exhibiting  them,  but  to  be  a  benefit  given  to  those  persons 
order  to  induce  their  votes.     That  I  am  not  ^tisfied  of." 
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It  having  been  proved  that  voters  were  employed  for  the  pur-  Giving  refresh- 
poses  of  the  election,  and  were  supplied  with  refreshments  by  the  ^^y  doing* 
Respondent  on  the  polling  day,—  ^^^u  """"(^^ 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  said: — ^''If  refreshments  were  given  to  men  notneceaaaniy 
actually  engaged  in  the  purposes  of  the  election,  I  do  not  regard  it  ^  \^ 
as  treating  under  the  Act.     It  must  be  corruptly  done  to  make  it  colourable, 
treating,  and  I  cannot  think  that  giving  food  to  persons  doing 
work  on  the  day  of  the  election  is  a  corrupt  act." 

Mr.  Stephen,  for  the  Petitioners,  urged  that  it  was  illegal  to 
employ  voters. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin: — "If  you  mean  that  it  is  colourable,  it  is 
another  thing;  but  assuming  that  it  was  bond  fide,  and  that 
nothing  more  than  ordinary  meals  were  supplied  to  persons 
actually  engaged  in  the  election,  I  do  not  think  that  it  Is  within 
the  provision  of  the  Act." 

It  was  proved  that  one  Davis  was  a  person  who  canvassed  for  a  canvasser  for 
«ociety  called  "The  Working  Man's  Conservative  Association.'*  '^^fon^'not 
This  society  was  assumed  to  be  formed  of  working  men,  but  next  agent 
to  nothing  was  subscribed  to  it  by  working  men ;  all  the  rest  of 
ttie  funds  of  the  society  came  from  a  subscription  of  601.  from  the 
Respondent  himself  (he  withdrew  from  the  society,  however,  on 
becoming  a  candidate),  two  subscriptions  from  his  partner,  and 
▼^ous  other  sums  from  persons  who  subscribed  expecting  the 
'xioney  to  be  expended  in  promoting  their  political  views.    The 
fiuids  of  this  society  were  spent  in  canvassing  pei*sons  to  vote  for 
^e  Respondent ;  but  the  evidence  was  that  it  was  an  independent 
agency,  and  that  this  body  was  acting  on  its  own  behalf. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  said  that  upon  this  state- 
Jnent  of  facts  he  should  not  hold  Davis  to  be  an  agent. 

It  was  then  proved  that  Davis's  name  was  contained  in  a  list  Committee, 
leaded  "Westminster  Election,  1868.     Committee  for  promoting  ol^nj'^''"'' 
^e  election  of  W.  H.  Smith ;  Earl  of  Dalkeith,  chairman,"  and  (2)  390. 
^^utaining  about  600  names. 

Mr.  Stephen  stated  that  he  put  this  forward  as  one  among 
*veral  circumstances  to  show  privity  between  Davis  and  the 
^^pondent 


H 


92  ELECTION  PBTETIONS. 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  said  that  it  might  be  an  element  in  the  g 
but  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  draw  any  conclusion  from  a 
of  that  sort ;  in  his  view  a  committee  meant  a  limited  numbe 
persons,  in  whom  faith  and  confidence  were  placed  by  a  candid 
and  between  whom  there  existed  some  privity. 

Subsequently,  in  his  judgment,  he  said,  as  to  this: — 
*'  I  have  said,  and  the  other  Judges  have  said,  that  bribing 
one  of  his  committee  would  affect  the  candidate ;  but  by  a  'a 
mittee'  I   meant  a  number  of  persons,   comparatively  few 
course,  in  a  county  that  extends  over  a  considerable  distrid 
would  be  larger),  who  were  intrusted  by  the  candidate  with 
work  of  carrying  out  his  election,  in  whom  he  put  faith  and  tn 
and  who,  in  fact,  were  his  agents  for  the  purpose  of  canymi 
out ;  but  I  have  never  supposed,  nor  do  I  believe  that  either '. 
Justice  Blackburn  or  Mr.  Justice  Willes  ever  considered,  t 
where  a  number  of  people  (600  or  700)  choose  to  call  themsel 
*  a  committee '  thereupon  they  become  '  agents  *  of  the  candid 
for  the  purpose  of  making  him  responsible  for  an  illegal  act  d 
by  one  of  them.     I  think  it  is  a  conclusion  that  could  not 
borne  out  by  common  sense.    The  committee-man  whom  I  me 
and  whom  I  would  hold  the  Respondent  to  be  responsible  for,  i 
committee-man  in  the  ordinary  intelligible  sense  of  the  word,  t 
is  to  say,  a  person  in  whom  faith  is  put  by  the  candidate,  and 
whose  acts  therefore  he  is  responsible." 
Queen's  Upon  Mr.  Steplien,  for  the  Petitioners,  proposing  to  put  in  t 

orSie  Journal!  Queen's  Printer's  copies  of  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Conmi( 
of  tiie  House      fQj,  1851,  as  evidence  of  the  committal  of  one  Edwards  to  Newg 

of  Commons  ° 

not  regular  by  the  Housc  of  Commons, 

committal  to  Mr.  Hawkins,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted  that  this  coi 

Sb/Le  not  be  evidence  at  all. 

House  of  ]y[r^  Baron  Martin  : — "  It  had  better  be  proved  regularly.*' 

Commons.  o  ./ 

(1)  6.  Mr.  Stephen  further  stated  that  he  proposed  to  put  in 

evidence  in  this  case  a  book  containing  a  Queen's  Printer's  copj 
the  Report  of  the  Commissioners  appointed  to  inquire  into  the 
Alban's  case. 

Mr.  Hawhms  submitted  that  this  evidence  was  not  admissibl< 
Mr.  Stephen  said  he  could  call  a  witness  who  saw  Edwards 
the  bar  of  the  House  of  Commons. 
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Mr.  Baron  Martin  :  — "  You  had  better  proceed  with  the 
evidence." 

It  appeared  that  canvassing  books  were  kept  by  members  of  PjJT^t^ 
a  certain  independent  association,  formed  to  promote  the  Conser-  evidence,  i>er 
rative  cause  in  the  borough,  and  that  they  were,  when  filled  up,  ^^^ 
retomed  to  the  secretary  of  the  association.    He  was  called  as  a  (3)  49, 
witness,  and  produced  these  books ;  and  Mr.  Stephen,  for  the 
Petitioners,  said  that  he  supposed  they  were  evidence. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  They  are  not  evidence  at  all ;  they  are 
nothing  but  documents  possessed  by  the  witness:  you  may  use 
them  to  examine  him  by,  and  the  examination  will  then  be 
evidence,  but  not  the  books." 

Mr.  Stephen,  for  the  Petitioner,  called  for  certain  canvassing  Notice  to  pro- 
r^nms  which  he  submitted  he  was  entitled  to  ask  for  under  the  documents  re- 
general  words  of  the  notice  to  produce  "  all  documents,  books,  and  mSSere  in-* 
p<^  whatsoever  and  in  anywise  relating  to  the  matters  in  ques-  <i^«»tw>n." 
tion  in  this  case."  ^^^  ^^' 

■       ,  ^  RetnrnB  sent 

Mr.  Hawkviis,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  produce  them.        in  to  a  com- 

Mr.  Baron  Martin: — ''I  hold  that  the  notice  covers  every  day  are 
<loeument  which  ought  to  be  filed  and  ought  to  be  returned."  j^^^nts. 

Mr,  EawhiTia : — "  What  they  are  asking  for  is  a  quantity  of  5  (76). 
4eet8  which  are  returns  made  by  each  particular  canvasser  to  the 
Fvticiilar  committee,  and  by  that  committee  sent  to  the  central 
committee.    There  is  no  notice  to  produce  them  at  all" 

Mr.  Stephen : — "  They  are  papers  relating  to  this  matter,  some 
of  which  have  been  put  in." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  That  is  too  general." 

Mr.  Stephen : — "  We  could  not  know  the  manner  in  which  they 
conducted  their  election  " 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  That  will  not  affect  their  producing 
^^  Your  being  in  ignorance  of  existing  documents  does  not  at 
^  affect  what  the  law  requires  a  notice  to  produce  to  contain. 
^«y  are  bound  to  produce  every  document  which  ought  to  be 
delivered  to  the  returning  officer,  because  otherwise  it  is  a  neglect 
or  Qmiggion  to  do  what  the  law  prescribes  to  be  done." 

*r.  Stephen : — "  I  submit  we  are  entitled  to  the  production  of 
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other  documents  than  those  which  ought  to  be  filed.  Th 
returns  are  part  of  a  series  of  election  sheets,  some  of  which  tl 
have  used  for  the  purpose  of  their  own  case  ;  and  I  submit  we 
entitled  to  see  the  rest  of  them." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  :  — "  You  are  not  entitled  to  them 
all." 

Subsequently  Mr.  Stephen  again  called  for  these  returns, 
said  they  were  all  tied  together,  and  one  of  them  had  been  ui 
by  a  witness  to  refresh  his  memory. 

Mr.  Hawkins,  for  the  Respondents,  objected  to  their  being  p 
duced  on  the  ground  that  they  were  all  separate  and  distil 
documents,  and  that  they  had  merely  been  tied  together  ; 
convenience :  only  one  of  them  was  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  He  has  no  right  to  make  a  genei 
survey  of  them.  The  returns  relating  to  each  particular  day  i 
separate  and  distinct  documents,  and  one  of  these  returns  relati 
to  one  pailicular  day  has  been  put  into  the  hands  of  a  witness 
refresh  his  memory  as  to  a  particular  vote  mai'ked  in  that  rata: 
It  is  as  though  six  letters  had  been  pinned  together,  and  one  oi 
was  referred  to,  that  would  give  you  no  right  to  look  at  the  oil 
five." 


Byidence  ad- 
mimible  of 
number  of 
promises  made 
to  canyassers. 

(5)  272. 


A  witness,  called  by  the  Respondents,  stated  that  he  was  e 
ployed  on  behalf  of  a  canvassing  association  to  take  down,  day 
day,  the  returns  by  the  canvassers  employed  by  the  associatioD 
the  promises  they  obtained,  and  to  enter  them  in  a  book.  * 
was  then  asked, — 

What  were  the  total  number  of  promises  1 

Mr.  Stephen,  for  the  Petitioner,  objected  to  the  question  on  1 
ground  that  it  involved  hearsay  upon  hearsay. 

Mr.  Hawkins,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted  that  the  quest 
might  be  asked,  because  if  it  turned  out  that  the  witness  1 
been  told  that  there  was  a  large  majority  of  promises  for  the  ] 
spondent,  he  would,  as  an  agent  for  the  conduct  of  the  electi 
have  been  less  likely  to  consider  it  necessary  to  resort  to  oom 
practices  in  order  to  carry  the  election. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  The  inference  is  as  remote  as  can 
but  I  cannot  say  it  is  not  an  inference." 
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A  witness,  on  the  subject  of  the  boards,  was  asked, — 

Had  those  boards,  or  the  money  you  got  for  them,  anything  to  Corrupt  notion 

1     ..,  .     ^  in  the  mind  of 

do  With  your  vote  ?  bribed  person 

A.  No.  ?^  ^°  '''^^^' 

tance. 

Mr.  Baron  MARTIN  said : — "  The  question  is  not  what  is  the  (6)  216. 
motive  that  operated  upon  the  mind  of  the  voter.  The  mind  of 
the  voter  has  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  the  question  is,  the  intention 
of  the  person  who  fiunished  the  board.  Probably  there  is  no  man 
who  ever  was  bribed  but  would  swear  that  the  bribe  had  not 
influenced  his  vote." 

Hr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
duly  elected. 
In  the  course  of  his  judgment,  he  said : —  First  inquiry, 

"The  first  inquiry  I  have  made  in  every  case  is  whether  it  has  member, 
been  proved  to  my  satisfaction  that  the  candidate  really  and  honA 
fdt  intended  that  the  election  should  be  conducted  according  to 
law." 
As  to  the  amount  of  expenditure,  he  said : —  Groat  expen- 

*That  which  strikes  most  against  the  Respondent  is  the  enor-  facie  evidenco 
ttous  expenditure.  The  expenditure  of  nearly  £9000  upon  an  ^^r^^^** 
election  is  a  thins:  almost  incredible.     But  I  think  there  is  an  i>«>nd«nt.  t^* 

.  ,  .        .  only  expendi* 

olwervation  which  arises  strongly  in  his  favour.    Up  to  the  day  of  ture  known  by 
election  the  Respondent  advanced  only  4500i. ;   upon  the  day,  of  election  to 
tberefore,  when  his  seat  was  either  secure  or  not  he  only  knew  of  ^n^^ijj,^ 
tt  expenditure  of  4500?.    The  residue  was  paid  afterwards,  and  in 
all  probability  he  was  very  much  surprised  at  being  called  upon  to 
pay  an  additional  sum  of  4o00i. ;  and  I  think  he  must  be  judged 
^tt  regard  to  this  matter  upon  an  expenditure  of  4500?.,  and  not 
«pon  an  expenditure  of  9000/.'* 
Ah  to  bribery,  he  said : —  Relation  be* 

"The  law  is  a  stringent  law,  a  harsh  law,  a  hard  law;  it  date  and  agent 
Dtokea  a  man  responsible  who  has  directly  forbidden  a  thing  to  be  S^^^J^p^^ 
^one,  when  that  thing  is  done  by  a  subordinate  agent.    It  is  in  Bervant  than 

that  of  princi- 

Point  of  fact  making  the  relation  between  a  candidate  and  his  pal  and  agent, 
agent  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  and  not  the  relation  of  ?^^  °^, 

bnbery  by 

Principal  and  agent    But  I  think  I  am  justified,  when  I  am  about  agent  miuit  be 
to  apply  guch  a  law,  in  requiring  to  be  satisfied  beyond  all  reason-  ^^SSl" 
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able  doubt  that  the  act  of  bribery  was  done,  and  that  unless 
proof  is  strong  and  cogent — ^I  should  say  very  strong  and  '^ 
cogent — it  ought  not  to  affect  the  seat  of  an  honest  and  ^ 
intentioned  man  by  the  act  of  a  third  person." 
Ouididftte  not       With  regard  to  the  son  of  one  Hotton,  an  agent  of  the  Resj 

I ^iM'^f^^n n^A  for 

hit  agont's  eon.  dent,  he  said  : — 

"  His  may  be  a  strong  case,  but  although  young  Hotton  se 
to  have  been  active  with  regard  to  the  election,  I  cannot  hold  1 
an  act  done  by  him  because  his  father  was  a  person  for  whom 
Respondent  would  be  responsible,  would  make  yoimg  Hotton 
also." 
Mr.  Baron  Martin  said,  as  to  costs, — 

Costs.  "  Although  my  impression  is  that  costs  should  follow  the  ev 

I  certainly  should  not  in  this  case  give  the  entire  of  them,  for 
my  judgment,  this  case  has  lasted  too  long.  If,  in  our  j( 
judgments,  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  ant 
consider  that  we  ought  to  be  governed  in  giving  costs  by 
consideration  as  to  whether  there  was  reasonable  and  probi 
ground  for  the  petition,  I  should  be  inclined  not  to  give  costs, 
1  think  there  was  reasonable  and  probable  ground — indeed  I  th 
there  was  strong  ground — for  it" 

Eventually  it  was  decided  that  each  party  should  pay  their  < 
costs. 


CASE  XV. 


BOROUGH  OF  COVENTEY. 

Bkfobe  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  Febru^vhy  20,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Berry  and  anotlier. 
BupondmU:  Messrs.  Henry  William  Eaton  and  Alexander  Staveley  HUL 
Coufudfor  Petitioners :  Mr.  Henry  James ;  Hon.  E.  Chandos  Leigh. 

Agent :  Mr.  T.  H.  Kirby. 
C(mul  for  Respondents:  Mr.  Huddleston,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Gates;  Mr.  Dugdale. 

Agent :  Mr,  T.  Dewes. 

The  petition  contained  allegations  of  bribery  and  corrupt 
^ting ;  and  the  fourth  allegation  was^  that  Alexander  Staveley 
Hill  did  corruptly  pay  certain  sums  of  money  for  and  on  account 
of  procuring  his  election  and  return  to  Parliament ;  and  also  that 
Henry  William  Eaton  did  corruptly  pay  certain  sums  of  money  for 
^i  on  account  of  procuring  the  election  and  return  not  of  him- 
self, but  of  the  said  Alexander  Staveley  Hill  to  Parliament. 

In  support  of  the  fourth  allegation  in  the  petition,   it  was  ^"™pJ  p^s- 

proved, —  expenses 

That  the  Respondent  Hill   had   unsuccessfully  contested  the  previous  Sec- 
borough  in  March,  1868,  (the  present  petition  arising  out  of  the  JJI'^^t^  ig 
election  in  November  of  that  year,)  and  that  after  paying  the  ^*^  ^  ^02, 
expenses  of  his  contest  he  was  called  upon,  after  a  certain  period  Payment  of 
^  gone  by,  to  pay  the  further  sum  of  £800,  in  respect  of  ®"®  candidate's 

"^  expenses  by 

^^^Peoaes,  which  had  all  the  appearance  of  having  been  illegiti-  another  cudi- 
»^y  incurred  in  the  contest   of  March ;   but  he  considered  ^'*^^^*^*«*^ 


98  ELECTION  PETITIONS. 

except  it  be  to   himself  bound  in  honour  to  pay  them,  and  in  July  he  did  pay 

purchase  ,  *    i* 

influence.  them.    Up  to  that  time  he  had  had  no  communication  whatever 

with  the  respondent  Eaton,  and  he  then  intended  not  to  offer 
himself  a^ain  as  a  candidate. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — 
"  The  intention  of  the  fourth  allegation  is  to  assail  the  return  of 
the  two  Respondents  upon  the  ground  that  there  had  "been  the 
payment  of  8001.  for  expenses  illegitimately  incurred  in  respect  of 
the  election  of  March,  for  the  purpose  of  stopping  the  mouths  of 
those  who  claimed  to  have  the   SOOL    due   to    them,   and    of 
influencing  the  election  of  November  by  so  stopping  their  mouths. 
If  that  had  been  proved,  I  have  no  doubt,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
the  payment  of  such  a  sum  as  that,  by  way  of  ill^timate 
expenses,  to  people  who  no  doubt  were  voters  of  the  borough, 
and  had  the  means  of  influencing  voters  of  the  borough,  with  a 
view  to  stop  their  mouths,  and  to  induce  them  either  to  assist 
the  two  Respondents,  or,  at  any  rate,  not  to  oppose  them  because 
their  unlawful  claims  had  not  been  satisfied,  would  have  made 
the  election  void.    But  that  has  not  been  proved;  therefore,  in 
this  point  of  view,  the  petition  has  failed." 

Upon  this  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  Janies,  for  the  Petitioners, 
that  although  the  Petitioners  had  failed  to  prove  the  fourth  allega- 
tion in  the  sense  in  which  it  had  been  originally  taken,  yet  that 
evidence  had  come  out  in  the  course  of  the  Respondents'  own  case, 
which  sustained  the  aveiment  in  another  and  a  different  sense. 
It  had  been  proved  that  in  the  middle  of  the  October  previous  to 
the  election,  endeavours  were  made  to  induce  the  two  Respondents 
to  come  forward  together.  At  first  the  Respondent  Hill  expressed 
himself  unwilling  to  come  forward,  and  he  did  not  consent  to  do  so 
until  the  Respondent  Eaton  (in  answer  to  a  letter,  requesting  him 
to  do  so)  wrote,  and  promised  to  bear  all  the  expenses  of  the 
contest,  both  his  own  and  also  those  of  the  Respondent  HilL  The 
letter  and  the  answer  of  the  Respondent  Eaton  were  as  follows : — 

"  October  Uth,  1868. 

''My  dear  Sir, 

"  I  saw  Hill  last  night,  and  promised  I  would  call  upon 
you  to^ay  vid  Coventry.  I  have  a  great  deal  to  attend  to,  how- 
ever, and  could  not  get  into  the  City.    My  object  in  seeing  you 
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ras  to  arrive  at  an  understanding,  which  hereafter  could  admit  of 
0  doubt  Hill  having  left  this  in  my  hands,  it  would  be  false 
elicacy  on  my  part  to  omit  to  ask  you  to  let  us  have  a  letter 
rom  you  clearly  defining,  no  matter  how  briefly,  the  basis  upon 
rhich  we  start.  I  take  it  to  be  as  follows : — 1st,  That  Hill  under 
0  eventuality  is  to  pay  anything  but  his  own  personal  expenses ; 
tid,  That  no  matter  what  course  the  elections  may  take,  you  will 
car  him  harmless  in  all  election  expenses ;  3rd,  That  should  any 
uestion  arise  during  the  contest  as  between  you  and  him,  it  shall 
le  referred  to  some  mutual  friend,  named  by  yourself,  whose 
iedsion  shall  be  final ;  4th,  That  you  mutually  agree  to  be  loyal 
kod  true  to  each  other.  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  this,  I 
lunk ;  and  if  you  so  understand  it,  then  kindly  write  me  a  line  to 
he  eflfect.  I  will  keep  a  copy  of  this  letter,  and  will  ask  you  to 
lo  the  same.  I  shall  be  at  the  Dolphin,  Southampton,  for  some 
days,  so  kindly  address  your  reply  there.  I  have  had  very  satis- 
fidory  letters  from  Messrs.  Lynes  and  Rotherham,  who  seem  in 
great  feather  as  to  our  success. 

"  I  am  faithfully  yours, 

"  Frederick  Gray. 

"H.  W.  Eaton,  Esq.,  M.P.'' 

« 

"  October  Ibth,  1868. 

"My  dear  Sir, 

**  In  reply  to  your  note  dated  yesterday,  which  has  been 
fcrwarded  to  me  here,  I  think  there  can  be  no  possible  misunder- 
sUoding  between  Mr.  Hill  and  myself,  as  to  the  basis  upon  which 
he  has  consented  to  contest  Coventry  with  myself.  I  think  your 
statement  of  our  understanding  to  be  perfectly  correct,  and  I 
wcept  it  in  all  its  particulars.  As  you  suggest,  I  will  keep  your 
letter,  which  I  consider  binding. 

"  Believe  me,  yours  very  truly, 

"  Henry  W.  Eaton. 
"Prbderick  Gray,  Esq." 

Upon  this  evidence  Mr.  James  contended  that  by  the  treaty 
^teied  into  between  the  two  Respondents  by  the  letters  of 
(October  14th  and  16th.  an  aerreement  had  in  fact  been  come  to 
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that  the  Respondent  Eaton  should  bear  the  Respondent  E 
expenses  if  the  Respondent  Hill  would  consent,  and  on  condit 
that  he  did  consent,  to  coalesce  with  the  Respondent  Eaton,  i 
to  give  the  Respondent  Eaton  the  benefit  of  his  influence.  1 
agreement,  he  submitted,  was  illegal  within  the  meaning  of 
Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854?,  s.  2  (3). 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 
"  The  question  with  which  it  is  necessary  to  deal  is,  whether 
point  of  law,  the  treaty,  as  it  has  been  called,  entered  into  betw< 
the  two  Respondents  by  the  letters  of  the  14th  and  15th  of  Octo 
was  a  treaty  which  proved  the  fourth  allegation  of  the  petiti 
and  which  of  itself  amounts  to  that  special  sort  of  bribery  wfaid 
provided  against  by  the  third  paragraph  of  the  second  sectioi 
^  the  CoiTupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854?.    This  is  a  questioi 

much  novelty  and  also  of  difficulty,  involving  as  it  does  a  quest 
of  fact  as  well  as  a  question  of  law.  Is  that  agreement  in  it 
illegal,  as  a  matter  of  law  1  It  is  insisted  that  it  is  in  itself  illej 
under  the  terms  of  the  third  clause  of  the  second  section  of 
17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  by  which  it  is  enacted  that  *' every  per 
who  shall  directly  or  indirectly  by  himself  or  any  other  person 
his  behalf,  make  any  gift,  loan,  oflfer,  promise,  procurement, 
agreement  as  aforesaid  to  or  for  any  person,  in  order  to  ind 
such  person  to  procure  or  endeavour  to  procure  the  return  of  i 
person  to  serve  in  Parliament,  shall  be  guilty  of  bribery."  Th< 
fore  anything,  great  or  small,  which  is  given  to  procure  a  v 
would  be  a  bribe,  and  if  given  to  another  to  purchase  his  influe 
at  the  election,  it  unquestionably  also  would  be  a  bribe  and  wc 
avoid  the  election.  It  would  be  bribery  in  the  case  of  the  pei 
who  gave,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  the  person  who  received 
benefit)  and  if  the  Respondent  Eaton  agreed  to  give  the 
spondent  Hill  51, 1  might  say  a  farthing  in  point  of  law, — ^if 
agreed  to  give  him  anything,  if  only  a  peppercorn,  for  the  pur] 
of  purchasing  any  influence  which  the  Respondent  Hill  had  i 
the  electors  of  Coventry,  and  of  advancing  the  Respondent  Eat 
interest  as  a  candidate  at  the  election;  The  question  is,  whei 
an  agreement  by  one  candidate  to  pay  the  expenses  of  anothc 
or  is  not  a  bribe. 

"  Before  deaUng  with  the  facts,  I  will  conclude  the  statemei] 
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the  law.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  second  section  of  l7  &  18  Vict. 
c  102,  thei'e  is  a  proviso  which  has  a  distinct  bearing  on  the 
qoestion  :  '  Provided  always  that  the  aforesaid  enactment  shall  not 
extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  money  paid  or  agreed  to 
be  paid  for  or  on  account  of  any  legal  expenses,  bondfi(U  incurred 
at  or  concerning  any  election."  Now  it  ought  to  be  thoroughly 
understood  that  this  proviso  relates  merely  to  the  expenses  of  the 
candidate,  and  not  to  the  expenses  of  any  other  person.  It  does 
not  relate  to  the  expenses  of  voters :  to  pay  the  expenses  of  voters 
on  condition  of  their  voting  or  abstaining  from  voting,  is  unques- 
iionably  bribery. 

"But  the  candidate  may  pay  his  own  expenses,  and  the  candi* 
date  may,  paying  his  own  expenses,  employ  voters  in  a  vai-iety  of 
ways;  for  instance,  he  may  employ  voters  to  take  round  advertising 
boards,  to  act  as  messengers  as  to  the  state  of  the  poll,  or  to  keep 
the  polling-booths  clear.  He  may  also  adopt  the  course  which 
appears  to  have  been  adopted  in  this  city — that  is  to  say,  the  city 
or  borough  is  divided  into  districts,  and  committees  are  formed 
amongst  the  voters  themselves  of  selected  persons,  who  go  about 
and  canvass  certain  portions  of  the  district ;  and  for  their  services 
these  persons  are  sometimes  paid  and  sometimes  not  paid.  Now, 
^estionably  if  the  third  clause  of  the  second  section  was  to  be 
taken  in  its  literal  terms,  the  pajnoient  to  canvassers,  under  such 
cbcumstances,  being,  as  it  is,  a  payment  to  induce  them  to  procure 
▼otcs  by  means  of  their  canvass,  would  come  within  the  terms  of 
^  dause,  and  would  avoid  the  election. 

"We  have  here,  therefore,  a  test  supplied  of  the  meaning  of  the 
third  clause  of  the  second  section,  by  means  pf  which  we  see  that 
H  was  not  intended  by  this  section  to  do  away  with  every  payment 
Diade  by  the  candidate  in  the  course  of  an  election.  And  to  come 
mote  nearly  to  the  present  case^  it  affords  a  test  of  whether  Ihis 
tod  dause  was  intended  to  prevent  every  payment  to  persons  for 
aaristing  the  candidate  in  obtaining  the  election.  I  shall  not  refer 
to  any  of  the  cases  in  which  the  question  of  the  employment  of 
voters  has  come  before  election  committees :  they  are  quite  familiar 
^  those  who  have  paid  any  attention  to  the  subject,  and  inasmuch 
^  I  We  had  occasion  to  cite  them  elsewhere*  in  judgments,  which 

♦  Vide  ante,  page  79. 
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are  before  the  Hoose  of  C>omK«fl;  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessaiy 
to  refer  to  them  agmzB. 

"Bat  with  respect  to  ca&T&sei?  employed  to  procure  the  votes  of 
voters  within  the  literal  terms  cf  the  third  clause  of  the  second  sec- 
tion, I  mnst  take  leave  to  refer  to  the  Lambeth  case,  which  is  reported 
in  ''  Wokerstan  and  Dew's  ReportsL"  page  129  ;  and  is  a  case  to 
which  I  attach  c»>n£ideiable  importance,  becaoae  the  matter  then 
was  very  much  o>n5idexed  under  the  chairmanship  of  Mr.  logfaanii 
a  gentleman  of  known  good  sense  and  of  much  I^al  experience; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  system  ^a  sy^em  which  was  adopted  in  this 
city)  of  dinding  tiie  boroughs  into  wards  and  forming  committees 
among  the  voters,  and  employing  them  to  send  out  canvassers,  was 
not  objectionable,  notwithstanding  that  there  was  a  payment  nude 
to  the  canvassers  for  their  services  in  canvassing.    It  is  haidlf 
necessary  to  point  out  how  exceedingly  dangerous  the  adoption  of 
that  system  in,  both  in  respect  of  the  payment  of  canvassers,  and 
also  in  respect  of  that  which  has  been  held  lawful^  viz.,  the  sapfdj' 
of  fair  refreshment  to  unpaid  canvassers  whilst  engaged  actually, 
and  not  colourably,  upon  work,  and,  in  like  manner,  of  refreshments 
to  committee-men.     It  is  proper,  whenever  this  system  is  referred 
to  as  not  being  unlawful  in  itself,  to  say  that  it  exposes  Uembeis 
to  very  great  danger,  and  that  when  it  is  merely  colourable  it 
would  avoid  the  election.     I  refer  to  these  cases  to  show  that  it » 
not  every  payment  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  vote  that  can 
be  held  to  be  within  the  third  clause  of  the  second  section.    I  do 
not  treat  the  case  of  canvassers  as  presenting  any  close  analogy  ^ 
the  case  of  a  colleague  in  a  contest  for  a  city.    Of  course  even  the 
most  distant  comparison  would  be  a  comparison  of  great  things 
with  small,  but  it  is  necessar\-  first  to  ascertain  whether  this  thiid 
clause  is  to  l>e  taken  in  its  literal  sense,  and  if  not,  to  determine 
what  is  its  proper  application  to  the  case  in  hand.   Its  proper  appfr 
cation  to  the  case  in  hand,  as  it  appears  to  me,  is  this,  that  the  pay* 
ment  to  be  made  under  the  third  section  must  be  a  payment  to 
the  purchase  of  influence ;  a  payment  to  some  person  who  ha< 
influence  in  a  place  in  order  to  purchase  that  influence :  it  m^ 
be  a  payment  or  gift,  or  loan  of  something  valuable,  to  him  in  coi 
sideration  of  his  lending  his  influence  or  his  countenance  in  tl 
election.    As  it  appears  to  mc,  it  is  not  an  offence  within  the  tbi' 
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clause  for  a  candidate  to  bring  forward  another  person  to  stand  as 
his  colleague,  he  himself  being  a  monied  man  and  a  party  man,  a 
man  who  does  not  care  to  spare  his  money  in  the  interest  of  his 
party,  who  desires  to  have  some  person  to  stand  with  him  in  order  • 
to  advance  the  interest  of  his  party,  and  who  is  satisfied  to  pay  the 
legitimate  expenses  of  the  election  of  himself  and  of  the  other  can- 
didate, whom  he  desires  to  bring  forward  with  such  a  view.     You 
must  show  an  intention  to  do  that  which  is  against  the  law  before 
you  bring  the  case  within  any  of  those  highly  penal  clauses  of  the 
17  4 18  Vict.  c.  102.   Therefore,  forming  the  best  judgment  I  can,  I 
must  pronounce  my  opinion  as  I  entertain  it,  that  to  bring  forward 
another  candidate  under  such  circumstances,  without  a  view  to 
purchase  his  influence,  with  the  intention  of  serving  a  man's  party, 
and  because  he  does  not  mind  spending  his  money  upon  the 
Intimate  expenses  of  the  election  of  himself  and  of  the  other 
candidate,  with  the  view  only  to  serve  his  party,  and  not  with  the 
view  to  purchase  influence  for  himself,  does  not  fall  within  that 
third  clause  of  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  2. 

"Having  thus  endeavoured  to  give  my  opinion  upon  the  law,  it 
only  remains  to  deal  vnth  the  facts.  The  question  of  fact  to  be 
decided  is,  whether  the  treaty  which  was  entered  into  in  October 
between  the  two  Respondents  was  a  treaty  having  for  its  object  the 
purchase  of  the  Respondent  Hill's  influence  in  the  city,  because  if 
it  was,  I  agree  with  Mr.  James  that  the  expression  '  legal  expenses 
hondfide  incurred  at  or  concerning  the  election,'  as  used  in  the  pro- 
viao  to  the  second  section,  would  not  include  the  expenses  of  another 
candidate  at  that  election,  if  they  were  paid  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  influence.  The  inquiry  to  be  made  is  this — ^Was  it  a 
purchase  of  the  Respondent  Hill's  influence  ?  Was  it  a  purchase 
for  the  Respondent  Eaton's  individual  advantage  in  the  contest? 
Was  the  agreement  entered  into  by  the  Respondent  Eaton  with 
the  selfish  view  of  aiding  hiipself  by  that  influence,  or  was  what  he 
did  fairly  to  be  explained  by  a  desire  to  serve  his  party,  without 
T^ard  to  any  influence  of  Mr.  Hill  1  Taking  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  into  consideration,  these  questions  ought,  as  it  appears  to 
^^M  be  answered  in  favour  of  the  purity  of  intention  of  Mr.  Eaton. 
"I  will  conclude  this  part  of  the  case  by  saying  that  I  express 
^  opinion  whatsoever  upon  the  propriety  of  such  an  arrangement 
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as  was  in  this  case  made  between  the  two  candidatea  It  must  be 
qnite  obvioos  to  anybody  who  will  cast  his  mind  back  upon  the 
history  of  parliament  that  many  persons  of  brilliant  abilities,  and 
who  have  been  of  very  great  service  to  the  country,  have  beea 
unable  to  pay  their  own  expenses,  and  have  been  brought  in  at 
the  expense  of  others;  and  that  is  so  notorious  that  it  confirms  the 
o]Hnion  that  I  form  upon  the  true  construction  of  this  third  danse 
of  the  second  section  of  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  taken  by  itself 
Therefore  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  £Eur  payment  of  the 
expenses  of  a  member  if  he  will  stand  does  not  of  itself  constitote 
an  illegality  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act" 


TelQgnma  not 
prtTikged  tod 
nonbst  ht  pft>- 
dnced  if  called 
for. 

40. 


In  the  course  of  the  case: — 

A  telegraph  clerk  who  had  beeu  subpoenaed  to  produce  certain 
telegrams  said,  in  answer  to  the  question  whether  he  produced 
them,  "  I  have  them  with  me,  but  I  have  instructions  from  the 
secretary  of  the  Telegraph  Company  not  to  let  them  leave  my 
hands  unless  authorised  by  the  court." 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  the  secretary  had  no  such  power. 
Telegraph  companies  were  clearly  not  privileged. 

The  witness  having  asked  if  the  judge  authorised  him  to  hand 
over  the  papers  to  counsel, — 

Mr.  Jastice  WiLLES  said  he  was  bound  by  law  to  produce  them. 
They  were  then  handed  to  counsel. 


Adrene 
witneas  who 
may  be  cross- 
examined  may 
also  be  con- 
tradicted. 

41. 


A  witness,  Parker,  called  for  Petitioners,  having  denied  that  a 
certain  conversation  took  place  between  him  and  one  Smith, 
Mr.  James,  for  the  Petitioners,  proposed  to  ask  another  witness 
questions  with  reference  to  the  conversation  he  had  overheard 
between  Parker  and  Smith,  in  order  to  contradict  Parker's  evidence. 

Upon  an  objection  being  taken  to  this, 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  ruled  that  the  questions  might  be  put,  and 
stated  that  the  rule  was  that  where  you  have  an  adverse  witness 
you  may  cross-examine  him,  and  where  you  may  cross-examine 
him  you  may  contradict. 


If  case  not 
down  in  XAr* 
ticnJaiBi 


A  witness,  Eliza  Hayward,  was  called  for  the  Petitioners  for  the 
purpo.se  of  proving  that  her  husband  had  been  bribed. 
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Mr.  HuddleaUm,  for  the  Bespondents,  objected  to  her  being  evidence  m  to 
[unined,  on  the  ground  that  this  case  was  not  con*ectly  and  sibie,  but  time 
)ecifically  mentioned  in  the  particulars.  ^  ^^^  ^^^ 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  directed  that  the  name  of  the  person,  the  67. 
amber  on  the  register,  and  the  place,  be  given  to  Respondent's 
mady  and  meanwhile  the  rest  of  the  case  to  be  proceeded  with 
)  as  to  allow  Respondents  time  to  make  inquiries ;  he  could  not 
'im  to  accept  the  evidence. 

Evidence  having  been  given  as  to  an  attempt  to  induce  a  man  instigation  by 
D  personate  an  absent  voter,  ^^ndent  to 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  remarked,  that  it  might  in  his  opinion  be  P«rw>nate 

°  ^  voteiBBomcient 

vid  in  the  petition  that  an  agent  of  the  member  had  got  voters  fraud  to  avoid 
•eisonated,  and  that  that,  if  established,  would  be  sufficient  fraud 
t  common  law  to  set  aside  the  election. 

It  having  been  proved  that  a  message  was  sent  to  a  voter  by  an  Legal  con- 
igent  of  the  Respondents  in  these  words,  "  Come  by  the  first  message  to 
Jain  to  Stag,  Bishop  Street,"  Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  as  to  this 
n  his  judgment : — 

"The  question  is,  what  is  the  legal  construction  of  this  docu- 
oent,  '  Come  by  the  first  train  to  Stag,  Bishop  Street '  ?  Does 
t  amount  to  an  act  or  inducement,  affording  evidence  of  a  contract, 
'Uch  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Slade  was  held  to  amount  tcbribery  ? 

Diay  dismiss  this  by  I'eferring  to  the  opinion  of  my  brother 
fcmiwell  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Slade 
p.  765).  He  there  gave  the  opinion  that  even  in  that  case,  where 
iie  terms  were  '  Your  expenses  will  be  paid,*  those  words  added 
7  a  person  in  the  committee-room  of  the  Member  were  not,  under 
te  circumstances,  sufficient  evidence  of  such  a  conditional  promise, 
lowever,  his  opinion  upon  that  point,  which  was  one  rather  of 
vidence  than  of  law,  did  not  prevail ;  but  he  pointed  out  in  the 
karest  terms  that  no  amount  of  hopes  or  expectation  on  the  part 
>f  a  voter  is  enough  to  constitute  bribery,  and  every  one  agreed 
^hat  a  mere  request  to  a  voter  to  come  up  and  vote  could  not 
constitute  bribery.  It  is  quite  clear  that  it  cannot  as  a  matter  of 
law,  because  if  I  were  to  ask  one  of  the  learned  counsel  to  go  to 
wndon  and  vote  for  me  at  a  club  or  elsewhere  where  an  election 


come  and  vote. 
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was  to  take  place,  and  say, '  Come  by  first  train  "  to  whatever  ch 
it  may  happen  to  be,  although  looking  to  the  fact  that  an  elecd( 
was  about  to  take  place,  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  I  meant  th 
he  should  come  and  vote  for  me  at  some  expense.  I  think  that 
would  be  not  only  without  authority,  but  that  it  would  be  oo 
trary  to  the  authority  to  be  found  in  the  opinions  of  all  tl 
learned  Judges  who  dealt  with  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Slade,  to  a 
that  a  contract  to  pay  the  expenses  was  implied.  If  I  send  to 
coal  merchant  and  say, '  Send  me  so  many  tons  of  coals*  of  coui 
it  means,  *  I  will  pay  you  for  your  coals  ;  *  but  if  I  write  to  a  m 
to  do  a  thing  to  which  a  price  is  not  usually  attached,  and  f 
which  the  law  says  there  shall  not  be  a  price  paid,  I  think  tb 
the  implication  of  condition  would  be  contrary  to  the  principl 
and  also  to  the  authority  of  that  case  of  Coopei*  v.  Sladc'* 


Eating  and 
drinkijigin 
connexion 
with  politics, 
e.  g.,  to  celc' 
brate  a  regis- 
tration 
triumph,  not 
neceBttuily 
corrupt 
treating. 


Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  in  his  judgment  declared  the  Responde 
duly  elected. 

As  to  certain  evidence  of  treating  given  in  the  case,  and  tl 
reason  why  it  was  not  sufficient  to  establish  a  case,  he  said : — 

"  The  treating  which  has  been  proved  here  has  been  treating  of 
sort  quite  consistent  with  a  total  absence  of  corrupt  or  unfur  dedf 
on  the  part  either  of  the  Members  or  of  any  person  who  represent* 
them.  As  an  instance,  may  be  taken  that  supper,  at  whk 
although  the  meat  was  supplied  by  an  agent  of  the  Responden 
and  the  drink  was  paid  for  by  contributions  amongst  those  wl 
were  present,  some  giving  more  and  some  less,  it  turned  out  to  1 
a  supper  some  time  before  the  election,  having  reference  to  it  i 
doubt,  but  only  because  it  was  a  supper  held  in  celebration  of  t 
efforts  of  the  Tory  party  at  the  registration ;  it  was  a  supper 
which  Tories  supped,  and  it  was  a  supper  at  which  Tories  pa 
It  was  a  banquet,  or  entertainment,  in  pursuance  of  the  old  hal 
of  the  race  to  meet  and  feast  over  any  occasion  upon  whidi 
labour  in  which  they  have  been  engaged  has  been  brought 
what  they  consider  a  successful  end.  Eating  and  drinking  mi 
go  on,  notwithstanding  an  election  coming,  in  the  ordinary  a 
usual  course.  When  eating  and  drinking  takes  the  form  of  entici 
people  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  them  to  change  their  min( 
and  to  vote  for  the  party  to  which  they  do  not  belong,  then 
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Kjomes  corrupt,  and  is  forbidden  by  the  statute.      Until  that 

rives  the  mere  fact  of  eating  and  drinking,  even  with  the  con- 

fction  which  the  supper  had  with  politics,  is  not  suflScient  to 

ake  out  corrupt  treating." 

On  the  subject  of  bribery,  he  said : —  Bribery. 

"With  respect  to  bribery,  as  well  as  with  respect  to  treating,  I  ^^/V^^"" 

all  ever  hold  it  to  be  a  wise    and  beneficial   rule   of  consti-  law  that 

tional  law,  quite  apart  from  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.   102,  that  should  be 

r  the  purpose   of  seciuing  purity  and    freedom   of   election,  J^o^^i^^'^ 

ndidates  should  be  answerable  for  the  acts  of  their  agents,  as 

ell  as  for  their  own  acts,  and  that  a  person  can  no  more  claim 

)  be  a  Member  of  Parliament  for  a  place  as  the  result  of  an 

lection  in  which  his  agent  has  been  guilty  of  bribery,  than  a 

leisoD  can  fairly  claim  a  prize  if  the  person  whom  he  employs  to 

ide  his  horse  or  to  steer  his  vessel  has  been  guilty  of  foul  play  in 

ie  course  of  his  employment" 

With  regard  to  mere  oflfers  to  bribe,  he  said  : —  Offen  to  bribe 

"Although  these  cases  have  been  classed  below  those  of  bribery  !l^|^i,ery 
by  both  the  learned  counsel,  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  an  offer  to 
bribe  is  not  as  bad  as  the  actual  payment  of  money.  It  is  a  legal 
ofience,  although  these  cases  have  been  spoken  of  as  being  an 
inferior  class  by  reason  of  the  diflSculty  of  proof,  from  the  possi- 
»Hty  of  people  being  mistaken  in  their  accounts  of  conversations 
fl  which  offers  were  made ;  whereas  there  can  be  no  mistake  as  to 
ie  actual  payment  of  money.'* 

As  to  the  effect  of  6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  98,  in  preventing  the  election  What  caBe«  as 
fudge  from  going  into  cases  of  non-residence,  he  said  :—  dence  may  be 

"  The  6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  98,  enacts  that  the  Committee  (now  the  ^e  d^tion^ 
Section  Judge)  may  inquire  into  and  decide  upon  cases  of  persons  J"*lfio* 
fho  have  been  objected  to  before  the  Revising  Barrister,  and  as  to  ss.  79,  98. 
vlMmi  he  has  pronounced  an  express  decision  ;  if  no  objection  has 
^^  taken,  and  he  has  pronounced  no  express  decision,  the  Com- 
Jiittee,  or  the  Judge  sitting  here,  cannot  even  on  a  scrutiny  go 
"rto  the  question  of  qualification.     But  if  an  objection  could  not 
b^ve  been  made  before  the  Revising  Barrister,  then  in  respect  of 
"^  an  objection  arising  afterwards  it    appears   to    me  that  it 
cwaeg  clearly  within  the  expression  *  legal  incapacity  at  the  time 
^  Ws  votmg,*  which  may  be  inquired  into  by  an  Election  Com- 
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mittee,  or  now  by  a  Judge.  And  such  was  the  decision  in  tl 
Cambridge  case,  reported  in  '  Wolferstan  and  Dew/  page  45. 
is  proper,  however,  to  mention  that  the  very  same  CommiUc 
singularly  enough,  at  page  50,  appears  to  have  had  before  the 
the  case  of  a  person  who  had  not  resided  during  the  six  numt 
ending  upon  the  31  st  of  July ;  and  with  respect  to  such  a  pent 
inasmuch  as  the  Committee  said  an  objection  might  have  be 
taken  before  the  Barrister,  and  was  not  taken,  they  declined  to 
into  the  case  of  his  not  being  resident  after  the  Slst  of  July,  up 
a  ground  which  seems  to  me,  I  own,  of  a  good  deal  of  subtle 
namely,  that  there  was  no  cessation  of  residence  after  the  Slat 
July,  but  that  the  cessation  of  residence  was  at  a  period  at  whi 
it  might  have  been  inquired  into  by  the  Revising  Barrister.  As 
the  decision  in  the  Cambridge  case,  I  cannot  myself  looking  at  t 
79th  section,  say,  if  I  were  to  put  my  own  construction  upon  it 
should  not  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion — ^I  think  I  should' 
The  law  as  to         With  regard  to  the  law  as  to  persons  who  vote  when  i 

peraoDB  who  •  i   j  .      j  i  •  j 

Yote  when  not    entitied  to  do  SO,  be  said : — 

entitled  to  do        «  j^  jg  provided  by  the  2  WiU.  4,  c.  45,  ss.  27  and  32,  that 

2  Will  4,  c.  order  to  be  placed  upon  the  register  a  person  must  have  be 
n  '  "^f  r1  •  resident  upon  the  last  day  of  July  and  for  six  months  prece£] 
aing  Barrister.   Then  there  are  subsequent  enactments  (especially  6  Vict  a  18) 

which  provision  is  made  for  lists  to  be  framed  of  persons 
entitled  to  vote,  and  by  which  those  lists  are  to  be  revised  by  co 
petent  pei-sons  with  reference  to  the  qualification,  including  tl 
of  residence  during  the  six  months  ending  on  the  last  day  of  Ji 
in  each  year.  The  duty  of  the  person  who  revises  is  fully  satisf 
by  inquiring  as  to  the  right  up  to  the  last  day  in  July,  and  fr 
reference  to  the  continuance  of  the  right  after  the  last  day  in  J 
it  is  enacted  by  6  Yict.  c.  18,  s.  79,  that  no  person  shall 
entitled  to  vote  at  any  future  election  for  a  Member  unless 
shall,  ever  since  the  31st  of  July  in  the  year  in  which  his  na 
was  inserted  in  the  register,  have  resided  and  at  the  time 
voting  shall  continue  to  reside  within  the  city,'  &c.;  therefore  i 
clear  that  with  respect  to  persons  who  have  ceased  to  reside  ai 
the  Slst  of  July,  they  are  not  entitled  to  vote  at  the  election, 
have  stated  elsewhere*  my  opinion  with  reference  to  such  a  pen 

♦  Vide  ante,  page  14. 
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Toting,  apd  I  repeat  it  (my  opinion  has  not  yet  been  pronounced 
with  reference  to  any  other  case  within  the  79th  section),  that  a 
man  who  ceases  to  reside,  and  has  gone  off  and  taken  up  his  resi- 
dence elsewhere,  leaving  behind  him  no  wife  or  household  gods  in  . 
the  city  for  which  he  intends  to  return — who  cannot  fairly  be  said 
to  retain  a  residence  in  the  city,  but  has  entirely  removed  his 
residence  elsewhere  beyond  the  city,  and  the  statutory  seven  miles 
which  are  considered  as  part  of  it  for  the  purpose  of  residence, — I 
ny  that  that  person,  knowing  the  law  and  coming  here  to  vote, 
e?en  if  there  were  no  remedy — which  I  think  there  is  in  the  event 
of  his  doing  that  which  by  law  he  is  not  entitled  to  do — has  done 
tn  act  which  is  unjustifiable  in  point  of  fairness  and  honesty.  If 
he  does  not  know  the  law,  or  if  he  is  in  doubt  about  the  fact,  I 
should  say  nothing  about  his  honesty ;  but  if  he  does  know  the 
law,  and  does  know  the  fact,  I  say  that  that  man,  in  voting,  does 
an  act  which  cannot  be  maintained  in  point  of  honesty,  as  it 
certainly  cannot  in  point  of  law." 

On  the  question  of  the  payment  of  the  travelling  expenses  of  Tnyelling  ex- 
non-resident  voters  who  are  entitled  to  vote,  he  said  : —  ^dSnt  voters 

"The  law  may  be  shortly  stated  thus :  Before  the  case  of  Cooper  entitled  to 

'f  J  ^         vote.  Cooper  v, 

T.  Sladt  (6  House  of  Lords  Cases,  746),  which  was  decided  in  the  siade,  21  k  22 
year  1858,  a  doubt  existed  as  to  whether,  under  the  law  as  it  1 ;  Represen- 
,  stood,  the  travelling   expenses   of  out-voters  might  be  paid.     I  p^opj^^^^* 
•peak  now  of  out-voters  who  have  a  right  to  vote  by  reason  of  1^67,  ■.  86. 
their  residence  continuing,  and  whether  the  promise  to  an  out- 
voter to  pay  him  if  he  came  up  and  gave  his  vote  for  a  particular 
Xember,  or  to  pay  him  his  expenses  of  going  back  to  his  place  of 
i^dence,  if  he  happened  to  be  in  the  place  of  polling,  in  order 
that  he  should  not  vote, — whether  the  payment  of  expenses  in  any 
form, — ^whether  in  the  former,  which  has  been  called  a  mild  form 
rfhribery,  or  in  the  latter,  which  would  be  a  point-blank  piece  of 
bribery, — was  illegal,  and  illegal  by  reason  of  its  being  a  promise  of 
i>^<Riey  within  the  first  clause  of  the  second  section  of  the  17  &  18 
^ict  c.  102,  a  promise  to  give  money  *  in  order  to  induce  any  voter 
^  voters  to  vote  or  to  refrain  from  voting ;'  and  the  result  was  that 
It  was  decided  in  that  case  of  Cooper  v.  Blade  that  a  promise  to  a 
^oter,  whether  he  be  really  entitled  to  vote  or  not,  who  happens  to 

he  out  of  the  place  at  the  time  of  the  election, — a  promise  to  pay 

I  2 
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even  his  bare  expenses  if  he  will  come  up  and  vote  for  a  paitict 

candidate,  is  illegal     That  led  to  a  discussion,  as  to  whether  or 

it  was  just  that  a  candidate  should  be  debarred  from  the  paym 

of  the  bare  travelling  expenses  of  the  voters,  and  it  was  insis 

that  there  was  nothing  unjust  in  it ;  that  the  voter  ought  to 

enabled  to  vote,  and  as  he  gained  nothing  by  his  travelling 

penses,  they  ought  to  be  allowed  to  be  promised  him,  and  paid  h 

That  was  answered  by  an  argument  which  has  prevailed  and  wl 

expresses  the  law, — that  the  danger  of  allowing  promises  or  p 

ments  of  ti-avelling  expenses  to  voters  being  made  a  colour  i 

cloak,  and  of  paying  them  more  than  they  are  entitled  to 

respect  of  such  travelling  expenses,  is  so  great,  that  they  shall  i 

they  do  continue  to  be  forbidden  by  the  law.     Accordingly,  in 

August  of  the  year  in  which  the  decision  in  Cooper  v.  SUxdA  y 

given,  it  was  enacted  by  the  Legislature  in  the  first  section  of 

21  &  22  Vict  c.  87  (which  must  be  taken  as  distinctly  recogniz 

the  decision  in  the  case  of  Cd&per  v.  Blade),  *  that  it  shall  be  1 

ful  for  any  candidate  or  his  agent  to  provide  conveyance  for  i 

voter  for  the  purpose  of  polling  at  an  election,  and  not  otherw 

but  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  pay  any  money,  or  give  any  valua 

consideration  to  a  voter  for  or  in  respect  of  his  travelling  expen 

for  such  purpose.'     Therefore  it  is  lawful,  under  that  Act,  for 

candidate  to  give  a  voter  a  lift  in  his  carriage  to  the  poll,  but  i 

not  lawful  for  the  candidate  or  his  agent  to  promise  a  voter 

travelling  expenses  if  he  will  come  up  and  poll,  or  to  pay 

expenses  afterwards,  if  that  payment  is  made  corruptly,  within 

provisions  of  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  as  to  payments  after  the  v 

in  respect  of  having  voted.     So  stood  the  case  until  the  passing 

the  Representation  of  the  People  Act  of  1867,  which,  by  the  3< 

section,  enacts  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  candidate  or  < 

one  on  his  behalf,  at  any  election  for  any  borough,  '  to  pay  i 

money  on  accoimt  of  the  conveyance  of  any  voter  to  the  poll,  eiti 

to  the  voter  himself  or  to  any  other  person ;  and  if  any  such  can 

date,  or  any  person  on  his  behalf,  shall  pay  any  money  on  account 

such  conveyance,'  then  the  payment  is  to  be  considered  illegal ; ) 

that  the  payment  is  to  be  considered  to  avoid  the  election,  if  mi 

to  a  third  person  not  a  voter,  and  not  to  induce  a  voter  to  vote 

though  such  a  consequence  would  follow  if  the  promise  were  ms 
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voter, — ^but  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  pay  any  money  on 
mt  of  conveyance,  either  to  the  voter  or  any  other  person," 
I  to  costs,  he  said : —  CoBts. 

lie  question  which  remains  is  that  of  costs.  As  a  rule,  costs 
t  to  follow  the  event ;  and  in  ordinary  actions  they  almost 
iably  follow  it,  the  exceptions  being  rare.  I  did  intend  to 
^ith  these  cases  as  if  they  were  ordinary  suits  between  party  and 
.  I  have,  however,  become  deeply  impressed  with  the  feeling 
there  is  a  third  party,  no  less  interested  than  those  who  are 
Kliately  engaged  in  the  petition,  and  that  I  ought  in  each 
to  consider,  not  merely  whether  the  petition  has  failed  or  has 
eded,  but  whether  upon  the  whole  I  think  there  are  grounds, 
)anded  merely  upon  the  truthfulness  of  witnesses,  but  founded 
the  very  character  and  history  of  the  transaction  upon  which 
a  for  the  public  benefit  that  the  petition  should  be  presented, 
ipon  which  I  think  that  the  Petitioners  have  had  reasonable 
3iobable  cause  for  instituting  the  inquiry.  I  shall  say  no  more 
i  that  point  unless  it  is  desired  that  I  should  do  so.  I  think 
is  a  case  in  which  a  petition  has  been  most  reasonably 
eoted  and  prosecuted ;  and  therefore  I  say  nothing  about  the 
3,  although  the  petition  has  in  the  end,  in  my  mind,  altogether 
A  of  arriving  at  the  result  of  unseating  the  Members.'* 


CASE  XVI. 


BOROUGH  OF  BRIDGEWATER. 

Before  Mr.  Justicb  Blackburn,  Fs  bruart  23,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Henry  Westropp  and  Charles  William  Gray 
Respondents :  Messrs.  Alexander  William  Kinglake  and  Philip  Vande 
Counsel  for  the  Petitioners:  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Mr.  CoUinSi 

Agent :  Mr.  Trevor. 
Couneelfar  tKe  Respondent^  Kinglake:  Mr.  Henry  James. 

Agent:  Mr.  Lovibond. 
Counsel  for  ReepoMent^  Vatulerbyl:  Mr.  Seijeant  Saigood ;  Mr^  Kdl 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Reed  and  Cooke. 


Thk  following  itjport  was  made  as  to  this  case  : — 
•*  There  is  reason  to  believe  that  bribery  extensively  preva; 
the  election.  The  reasons  for  coming  to  this  conclnsion  are,  i 
appeartHi  that  statements  had  been  made  that  if  any  mon< 
)viid  to  any  vv^ters  on  behalf  of  the  RespondentSi  the  sam 
should  W  paid  to  all  who  voted  for  them.  The  inquiry  was  st 
tn>m  itjii  Iving  admitted  that  agency  was  established  with  resf 
Henry  Chapman  Bussoll ;  $o  that  it  was  not  ascertained  how  &] 
statements  won^  made  by  ag^nt.s  for  whom  the  Members  wc 
sjx>n&ibU\  but  it  was  sufficiently  prv^ved  that  an  expectation  e 
among  the  voters  that  these  prv^mises  would  be  fuIfiUed.  1 
large  number  of  >»te.rs  abstained  fn>m  voting  till  past  one  o 
aK>ut  which  time  Bussell  was  pn>ve^l  to  have  bribed  three  pc 
and  ther>?  was  str\"*ng  rva«^n  to  suspect  ^thvMigh  it  was  not  pi 
ihai  he  bribed  others  and  ihat  voters  wenr  also  bribed  h 

• 

Andne'w  Al!an  :  but  K>Th  BusscU  and  Allan  having  gone  away 


THE  BRIDGE  WATER  CASE.  113 

oould  not  be  examined  as  witnesses.  Before  the  proved  and  suspected 
giving  of  bribes  the  Respondents  were  in  a  great  minority,  but 
afier  one  o'clock  they  immediately  began  to  poll  many  votes,  and 
were  placed  in  a  majority.  There  is  reason,  therefore,  to  believe 
tiiat  many  of  those  who  voted  for  them  after  one  o'clock  were 
indnced  to  do  so  either  by  money  actually  paid  to  them,  or  by 
the  expectation  of  receiving  a  sum  similar  to  that  paid  to 
others." 

At  the  commencement  of  the  case, 

Mr.  Serjefimt  Parry,  for  the  Petitioners,  put  in  the  following  joint  candida- 
cffivassing  card  : — "Bridgewater  ElectioTL — ^The  honour  of  your  ^^ 
vote  and  interest  is  respectfully  solicited  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Kinglake  agency, 
and  Ifr.  Yanderbyl,  the  Liberal  candidates."  ^' 

He  also  stated  that  in  the  accounts  it  appeared  that  joint  bills 
were  sent  in  to  the  candidates,  and  that  joint  payments  were  made 
on  tlieir  behal£ 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  I  suppose  it  can  hardly  be  dis- 
puted that  the  two  candidates  stood  jointly  and  canvassed 
jomfly." 

Serjeant  Sargood  (for  the  Respondent  Vanderbyl)  : — "  I  think 
we  must  admit  that" 

Mr.  Jamee  (for  the  Respondent  Kinglake) : — "  I  cannot  make 
that  admission  with  respect  to  the  act  of  every  gentleman." 

Mr.  Jastice  Blackbuhn  : — "  No ;  they  stood  jointly,  and  cau- 
cused jointly.  What  effect  that  would  have  upon  making  the 
ig^ts  of  one  the  agents  of  the  other  I  will  consider  afterwards, 
when  I  hear  all  the  evidence." 

^  the  course  of  the  case, 

BSia  Circler,  a  witness  for  the  Petitioners,  proved  that  her  Statement  of 
nushand  gave  her  101,  on  the  day  of  the  election.  where  and  for 

Serjeant  Pwrry :— «  Did  you  ask  him  anything  about  it  ? "  ^i^^L^y. 

Witness : — **  I  asked  him  where  he  got  it"  16. 

Kr.  B.  JameSy  for  the  Respondent  Kinglake,  objected  to  this. 
Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn  ruled  that  it  was  admissible. 
^-  Serjeant  Parry : — '^  Did  he  or  did  he  not  tell  you  ?" 
Witness: — "Yea" 
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Mr.  Seijeant  Parry : — "  What  did  he  say  to  you  ? " 
Witness  : — "  He  told  me  Busseil  gave  it  to  him  to  vote  for  th^ 
Respondents." 

Evidence  to  John  Vearncombe  having  been  called  on  the  part  of  the  Peti- 

contradict  ho8-  tionera  to  prove  that  he  had  been  bribed,  denied  it 

tile  witness.  f^ 

27.  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Petitioners,  said  he  proposed  to  call 

two  witnesses,  Hordwood  and  Denman,  to  prove  what  this  witness 
said  to  them,  submitting  that  the  witness  was  a  man  who,  as 
the  Petitioners  alleged,  had  been  bribed,  but  upon  whose  evidence 
they  could  not  rely,  and  who  was,  therefore,  in  the  same  position 
as  a  witness  called  by  the  Respondents  to  prove  that  he  was  not 
bribed. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  he  thought  Serjeant  Parry  could 
not  call  Hordwood  and  Denman  for  the  purpose  indicated  by  him. 

Evidence  of  Robert  Blackmore,  examined  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioners,  was 

what  had  been   asted  what  One  Buttle  had  said  to  him  on  the  evening  of  the 

said  after  the  ^ 

poll  was  closed,    poll  day. 

Mr.  H,  Jamea  objected  to  evidence  being  given  as  to  a  conversa- 
tion which  took  place  after  the  poll. 
The  objection  was  allowed. 

Statements  William  Marels  was  asked,  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioners,  what 

Si3for*^  the  landlady  of  the  Bath  Bridge  Inn  had  said  to  him  about  pay- 
^r.  ment  for  some  beer  which  had  been  ordered  of  her  by  James  Hunt. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  anything  done  or  said  between 
the  landlady  and  the  people  ordering  the  beer  was  evidence,  but 
not  what  the  landlady  had  told  the  witness  about  it.  That  would 
have  to  be  proved  by  the  landlady  herself 

Telegraphic  ^^*  Edward  Gregory,  chief  clerk  in  the  manager's  department 

messages  bear-  of  the  United  Kingdom  Telegraph  Company,  being  asked  by 
election  to  be  Serjeant  Parry y  for  the  Petitioners,  "  In  answer  to  a  subpoena^  do 
you  produce  certain  telegraphic  messages  you  received  on  or  about 
the  time  of  the  last  election  here  ? "  said,  "  My  instructions  arc 
only  to  produce  those  telegraphic  messages  on  the  express  order  of 
his  Lordship." 


produced. 
90. 
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Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said : — "  They  must  be  produced,  but 
only  those  that  bear  upon  the  election." 

Before  the  termination  of  the  Petitioner's  case, 

Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood,  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  Vander- 
byl,  said  that  he  felt  that  it  would  be  useless  any  longer  to 
contest  the  petition,  but  that  he  should  now  merely  ask  per- 
mission to  ask  the  Respondent  Yanderbyl  to  prove  that  he  was  in 
noway  personally  implicated  in  the  corrupt  practices  which  had 
been  proved  to  exist 

Mr.  James  then  made  a  similar  statement  on  behalf  of  the 
Bespondent  Kinglake. 

The  Respondents  were  then  called  to  vindicate  their  own 
character,  and  were  not  cross-examined. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn  then  gave  judgment,  declaring  the 
Bespondent  unseated. 
Speaking  with  reference  to  the  law  of  bribeiy,  he  said  : —  what  bribery 

*  I  believe  the  law  to  be,  though  I  do  not  think  it  has  been  dis-  ^j^**^*" 
tinctly  settled,  that  if  the  bribery  or  corruption  was  to  such  an 
extensive  degree  (though  it  was  not  shown  to  be  in  any  way  con- 
iwcted  with  the  agents  or  persons  belonging  to  the  members)  as  to 
>how  that  it  was  not  a  fair  and  open  election,  but  a  corrupt 
election;  or  if  it  was  shown  that  corrupt  practices  of  any  sort, 
however  small,  were  committed  by  an  agent  of  the  sitting  member, 
the  seat  is  vacated ;  and  it  has  been  established  that  it  is  not  at 
^  necessary  and  essential  that  the  agent  should  have  been  acting 
with  the  knowledge  or  consent,  or  with  the  request  of  the  member : 
^  he  abuses  his  authority,  and  commits  corruption,  it  equally 
^^cates  the  seat,  as  if  the  corrupt  practice  had  been  committed  by 
^e  express  direction  and  authority  of  the  member." 
On  the  question  of  agency,  he  said  : —  What  evidence 

"It  has  never  yet  been  distinctly  and  precisely  defined  what  SSSwSh 
^^pee  of  evidence  is  required  to  establish  such  a  relation  between  t^^j^ehr 
the  sitting  member  and  the  person  guilty  of  corruption,  as  should  defined, 
constitute  agency.     I  do  not  pretend  to  be  able,  to  define  it,  cer- 
***nly:  no  one  yet  has  been  able  to  go  further  than  to  say,  as  to 
some  cases,  enough  has  been  established  ;  as  to  other,  enough  has 
^beeii  established  to  vacate  the  seat;  this  case  is  on  the  right 
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side  of  the  line,  that  is  on  the  wrong ;  but  the  line  itself  has  never 
yet  been  definitely  drawn,  and  I  profess  myself  nnable  aocorately 
to  drAw  it" 
Colli.  Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn  said  : — **  I  need  haidly  say,  that  in  a 

case  like  this,  where  the  Petitioners  have  succeeded,  the  ordinary 
rule  is  that  the  Petitioners  have  costs ;  and  as  there  is  no  reason 
to  depart  firom  the  ordinary  rule,  the  PetitionerB  most  have 
costo." 


CASE  XVII. 

BOROUGH  OF  BODMIN. 

Befors  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  Fbbruart  22)  1869. 


Petitiofitri :  Adams  and  others. 

Respondent :  Hon.  K  F.  Leveson  Oower. 

l<mnsdfot  PetUioners:  Mr.  Rodwell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  R.  Harris  j  Mr.  Q.  C.  Alexander. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Holmes  and  Co. 
Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  Bowen. 

Agent:  Mr.  Murton. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  but 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  principal  charge  relied  on  by  the  Petitioners  was  one  of 
corrupt  treating  against  one  Grose,  who  was  an  agent  of  the  Re- 
spondent.   Upon  the  evidence  adduced  the  Judge  declared  that 
he  was  not  satisfied  of  the  existence  of  corrupt  intention. 

Mr.  Rod^joell,  Q.C.,  in  opening  the  Petitioner's  case,  said  that  he  ^  pmona 
intended  to  call  evidence  to  prove  that  one  Bray  had  oflFered  money  ^?^  ^ 

^  .  •'  '^    cofrapt  prac- 

to  two  men,  Langdon  and  May,  to  induce  them  to  refrain  from  tioes  mnst  be 

«^'  mentioned  in 

^^"^J  particulM*. 

Mr.  Seijeant  Ballantine^  for  the  Respondeut,  objected  to  this  W  i* 
^*8e  being  gone  into,  on  the  ground  that  the  names  of  Langdon  and 
**y  Were  not  in  the  list  furnished  by  the  Petitioners  in  pursuance 
^the  order  for  particulars. 

^i^bsequently  Mr.  RodweJl  submitted  that,  inasmuch  as  Langdon 


118  ELECTION  PETITIONS. 

and  May  had  not  accepted  the  money  offered  to  them,  they  did 
not  come  under  the  operation  of  the  order  for  particulars,  and  tbat 
he  was,  therefore,  entitled  to  go  into  the  case. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  he  should  not  allow  the  case  to  be 
gone  into  without  a  special  application  was  made  on  the  subject 

Mr.  RodwM  then  stated  that  there  was  another  case  not  speci- 
fically mentioned  in  the  list ;  this  was  a  case  of  an  offer  of  ft 
bribe  to  a  relation  and  friend  of  a  voter,  in  order  to  influence  thai 
voter's  vote.  He  submitted  that  it  was  never  necessaiy  to  gite 
the  name  of  a  briber  under  an  order  for  particulars,  d  fofdkfn^ 
therefore,  it  was  unnecessary  to  give  the  name  of  a  person  mer^ 
offering  a  bribe. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES,  after  looking  at  the  directions  contained  in 
the  Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854,  and  the  rules  framed 
in  pursuance  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1865,  said  that 
it  was  obvious  that  the  intention  was  that  every  person  affected 
by  the  corrupt  practices  should  be  mentioned  in  the  particulars. 

Evidence  of  Mi's.  Mary  Short,  the  wife  of  a  voter,  was  called  for  the  Peti- 

by  Respon-  tioner,  and  stated,  in  the  course  of  her  evidence,  that  one  CoUiiu^ 
fS|*  'th^^i*  *^  agent  of  the  Respondent,  had  come  to  her  shortly  before  the 
tionisovernot  election  and  said,  "If  your  husband  does  not  vote  for  the  Bespon- 
(2)  137.  dent,  it  will  be  worse  for  you  in  the  winter."    She  went  on  to  say 

that  Collins  had  come  to  her  again  on  the  Sunday  before  the 
present  inquiry,  and  had  said  something.  She  was  then  asked, 
"  What  did  he  say  to-  you  last  Sunday  when  he  came  ?  " 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  that  he  did  not  think  the  question 
admissible. 

Mr.  Rodwdl,  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that  he  was  entitled 
to  ask  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  conversation  was  part  of  a  pio- 
ceeding  which  was  being  inquired  into  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  : — "  I  am  of  opinion  the  question  cannot  iH 
put.  A  man  is  bound  by  the  admissions  of  his  attorney  mad< 
in  the  course  of  the  cause,  but  a  man  is  not  bound  by  a  statement 
of  an  attorney  at  a  time  when  he  goes  to  examine  a  witness  wh< 
has  been  summoned  by  the  other  side  for  the  purpose  of  knowing 
what  that  witness  is  about  to  say.  That  is  not  an  admission  mad^ 
in  the  cause.     It  is  a  mere  statement  of  his  attorney.     Evidenoi 
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df  that  kind  is  very  much  subject  to  be  misrepresented,  and  has 
Qerer  been  admitted  in  cases  except  through  want  of  cai-e  at  the 
time.  When  Mr.  Collins  is  called  he  may  have  put  to  him  that 
vhich  it  is  supposed  that  the  present  witness  may  answer  to  the 
pestion  you  desire  to  put  to  her,  that  is  to  say,  if  it  be  material, 
otherwise  not.  And  if  he  should  deny  what  it  is  supposed  that 
ihe  can  state  that  he  said,  he  may  then  be  contradicted  by  calling 
iis  or  another  witness.  That  has,  in  my  experience,  been  the 
iniversal  practice.  It  would  be  contrary  to  the  practice  in  these 
voceedings,  and  it  would  be  introducing  a  most  inconvenient 
mne,  if  it  were  allowable  to  call  any  man  with  whom  an  agent 
nay  have  talked  from  the  time  of  the  election  up  to  the  time  of 
he  trial  of  the  petition,  and  to  begin  by  asking  that  man  what 
ihe  agent  said  to  him,  without  even  suggesting  that  it  was  any- 
ihing  material  It  would  be  turning  the  inquiry  into  something 
worse  than  an  inquisition.  I  can  quite  understand  why  election 
committees  have  sometimes  admitted  statements  made  by  election 
igents  within  a  short  period  after  an  election,  and  if  such  a  ques- 
^  is  ever  raised  before  me,  it  will  be  time  to  pronounce  my 
opimon  when  the  case  arises." 

In  answer  to  a  question  put  by  counsel  for  the  Petitioners,  Mr.  Canes  wWch 
Jtutice  WiLLES  said  that  he  was  induced  by  a  consideration  of  after  delivery 
pttUic  policy  to  allow  any  case  in  which  the  sitting  member  is  ?ov^\^^^*^*^ 
*Deged  to  be  personally  implicated  to  be  added  to  the  particulars, 
giving  time,  if  necessary,  for  the  case  to  be  answered ;  but  he 
voold  not  allow  any  case  against  an  agent  to  be  added  to  the 
puticalars,  unless  it  be  shown  to  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of 
tke  Petitioners  since  the  particulars  were  delivered. 

Mr.  Justice  WiUJSS,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
H  dected. 
•^  to  the  law  of  agency,  he  said  : —  Agen^  witiiiii 

"Of  course  there  are  many  persons  who  are  employed  at  an  J^^igvfct.  c 
®*ction,  and  who  in  one  sense  are  agents  of  the  candidate,  but  who  ^^'^*  ^  ^^ 
VB  ]U)t  agents  in  the  sense  that  the  election  would  be  considered 
^  by  reason  of  their  misconduct     What  is  then  the  extent  of 
^thority  which  will  make  a  person  an  agent,  so  that  misconduct 
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to  the  extent  of  bribery  or  treating,  or  other  corrupt  practice,  w 
have  the  effect  of  unseating  the  member,  even  although  he  m^ 
have  been  innocent  of  such  corrupt  practice  himself,  and  may  ha" 
been  unaware  that  it  was  committed,  and  may  even  have  forbiddi 
it  to  be  committed  by  the  agent  ?  The  meaning  of  17  &  18  Vict. 
102,  s.  36,  is  this,  that  if,  supposing  bribery,  treating,  or  undue  infl 
ence  to  have  been  legal  acts,  it  would  have  been  within  the  scope 
the  employment  of  th  e  person  who  commits  either  of  them  to  do  thi 
in  advancing  the  views  of  the  candidate  in  the  capacity  in  whic 
the  agent  is  employed,  then  his  committing  such  acts,  notwitfa 
standing  they  are  illegal  by  the  statute,  shall  bind  the  member  ti 
the  extent^  not  of  making  him  subject  to  penalties,  but  of  havioj 
the  election  at  which  such  practices  took  place  by  an  ageni 
declared  void.  All  I  say  now  is  that  the  agent  must  be  an  ageni 
employed  by  a  member  to  canvass,  that  is  not  necessarily  to 
canvass  generally,  but  to  canvass  a  particular  voter  or  voters  in 
respect  of  whom  the  act  was  done.  Of  course  the  act  might  be 
extended,  on  the  one  hand,  to  a  person  engaged  in  the  general 
business  of  election,  who  of  necessity  would  have  the  power  implied 
of  doing  the  minor  act  of  getting  votes ;  on  the  other  hand,  9 
might  be  limited  to  the  case  of  a  person  who  was  employed  tc 
canvass  a  particular  voter  or  particular  voters  only,  and  then 
that  person  would  be  one  whose  authority  being  limited  to  sadi 
voter  or  voters,  his  illegal  act  in  respect  of  others  could  not 
affect  the  member,  because  he  would  be  only  an  agent  in  the 
particular  limited  capacity.  Again,  there  might  be  put,  proceed- 
ing still  in  the  same  direction,  cases  in  which  a  person,  although 
nominally  and  popularly  a  canvasser,  would  really  be  no  agent 
at  alL  You  might  put  the  case,  which  I  believe  is  not  un- 
common, and  which  I  could  conceive  might  take  place  verj 
easily  in  a  county  or  other  large  constituency,  without  autho- 
rity, properly  speaking,  to  canvass  at  all ;  a  person  who,  though 
called  a  canvasser  nominally,  was  in  substance  not  a  man  whose 
influence  was  relied  upon,  but  was  rather,  upon  the  facts,  a  mere 
messenger  sent  round  to  know  how  the  voters  in  the  district 
meant  to  give  their  votes — a  person  sent  round  rather  for  infonuA- 
tion  for  his  employer  than  with  a  view  to  his  exercising  any 
influence  either  personal  or  by  his  powers  of  persuasion,  upon  ^^ 
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penoDs  whom  he  wa&  sent  to  ask  how  they  meant  to  vote.  And  I 
can  oonoeive  that  it  would  be  very  imjust  with  reference  to  the 
latter  class  of  persons,  unless  he  were  really  proved  to  be  an  agent 
hj  other  evidence,  to  make  the  member  liable  for  what  he  did,  to 
hold,  in  fact^  that  he  was  an  agent  at  alL" 

As  to  the  light  thrown  upon  the  law  of  agency  by  the  Farlia-  Parliamentaiy 
mentaiy  Elections  Act,  1868,  s.  44,  he  said  :—  iseS^'^^t'*' 

"The  expression  used  in  that  section  is  'a  canvasser  or  agent  for 
the  management  of  the  election.'  This  expression  seems  curiously 
to  chime  in  with  the  rule  adopted  by  the  Judges  who  have  had  to 
deal  with  these  matters." 

As  to  the  meaning  of  the  36th  section  of  17  &  18  Vict  c.  102,  j^g^^^  f 
hesaid:—  i7fti8Vict 

"  The  only  matter  that  ever  made  me  entertain  a  doubt  upon  the 
ooDstniction  of  that  section,  was  the  including  of  treating  in  the  same 
category  with  bribery  and  undue  influence.  Bribery  is  dealt  with 
\fj  the  second  and  third  sections.  The  offence  of  bribery  is  com- 
mitted by  any  person  who  gives  or  promises  anything  to  induce 
laother  to  vote,  or  to  abstain  from  voting ;  and  of  course  it  is  com- 
mitted by  a  person  who  accepts  a  gift  or  offer,  no  matter  what  the 
km  of  the  gift  or  benefit  may  be.  The  language  of  the  2nd  and 
fed  sections  is  sufficient,  I  think,  to  include  every  case  of  an  unfair 
itt^npt  to  influence  by  an  offer  of  any  advantage.  And  the 
o&nce  imder  that  2nd  section  may  be  committed  by  the  member 
or  bjr  an  agent,  or  by  a  person  who  is  wholly  unconnected  with 
other.  The  4th  section,  on  the  other  hand,  dealing  with  coniipt 
teatiDg  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  election,  or  a  vote  of  a 
voter  at  the  election,  in  terms  is  limited  so  far  as  any  direct  penalty 
18  imposed  to  the  candidate  and  voter  only,  as  I  read  it,  and  there- 
five  it  seems  at  first  sight  as  if  it  is  only  the  misconduct  of  the 
candidate  in  respect  of  treating  that  should  have  the  effect  of 
amding  an  election.  When,  however,  the  36th  section  is  turned 
t(^  it  is  found  that  whether  the  candidate  himself  or  his  agents  be 
pilty  of  bribery,  treating,  or  undue  influence,  the  same  conse- 
<|Qence  is  to  follow.  He  cannot  be  elected  during  the  existing 
Pariiament^  and  he  is  also  rendered  incapable  of  sitting,  and  the 
w«r  words  have  the  effect,  not  only  of  preventing  him  from  being 
^^octed  in  futv/ro  to  a  vacancy  during  the  Parliament,  but  they 
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react  in  a  proceeding  like  this  upon  the  election  which  is  in  ques- 
tion, and  make  it  the  duty  of  this  tribunal  to  declare  the  election 
to  be  void,  so  soon  as  it  is  compelled  in  the  course  of  its  duty  to 
declare  the  candidate,  either  by  himself  or  his  agents,  guilty  of 
either  of  those  practices.  The  doubt  which  crossed  my  mind  ym 
whether,  reading  the  section  by  referring  each  to  each,  it  ought  not 
to  be  limited  to  bribery,  treating,  or  undue  influence  of  a  candi- 
date, and  bribery  or  undue  influence  of  a  candidate,  and  bribeiy  or 
undue  influence  (not  treating)  of  his  agent,  but  I  think  to  put  thai 
limited  construction  upon  it  would  be  to  adopt  what  certainly  has 
not  been  treated  as  the  fair  interpretation  of  the  Act,  and  has  nol 
been  the  usual  interpretation  of  the  Act  I  think  that  the  literal 
interpretation  of  the  36th  section,  without  reference  to  the  diffi- 
culty arising  out  of  the  4th  section,  is  the  proper  one  to  be  adopted." 
As  to  the  23rd  section  of  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  he  said  :— 
17  &  18  Vict.         "  While  it  appears  clear  to  me  that  the  36th  section  of  the  17  A 

18  Vict.  c.  102,  does,  by  reference  to  the  4th,  make  corrupt  treat- 
ing by  an  agent  a  gi'ound  for  holding  the  election  to  be  void,  I  am 
equally  clear  that  the  36th  section  does  not  so  incorporate  the 
23rd  section  as  that  an  act  done  by  either  the  member  or  an 
agent  in  violation  of  the  23rd  section  only,  shall  make  the  election 
void,  unless  that  act  also  falls  within  the  provision  of  the  ¥ii 
section.  It  should  seem  to  have  been  usual  in  former  times,  and 
no  doubt  was  the  practice  at  least  up  to  the  year  1854,  when  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act  was  passed,  without  any  improper  design 
upon  the  voters,  and  with  a  view  to  profusion,  which  some  might 
dignify  by  the  name  of  hospitality,  to  give  every  voter  who  came 
up  pledged  for  a  candidate,  or  who  had  voted  for  a  candidate,  at 
the  election,  refreshment,  either  by  opening  a  common  table  at 
some  inn  where  the  voters  breakfasted  before  they  went  to  the 
poll,  or  where  they  had  refreshments  before  they  left  the  town, 
after  polling,  and' before  they  returned  to  their  homes.  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  that  was  the  sort  of  practice  with  whiA 
whether  corrupt  or  not,  the  Legislature  was  dealing  in  the  28ri 
section  of  the  statute,  and  also  I  am  inclined  to  believe,  though 
I  cannot  precisely  cite  my  warrant  for  believing  it,  that  where  » 
farmer,  for  instance,  came  up  from  a  distance  to  vote  at  a  oou&i? 
election,  it  was  not  uncommon  to  have  such  an  open  table  as  tbft^ 
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I  have  referred,  not  for  the  purpose  of  catching  people's 
the  attraction  of  the  meal,  but  simply  as  it  wsus  then 
^asonable  and  was  not  uncommon. 

ive  a  voter  something  to  eat  upon  the  day  of  the  polling 

in  itself  treating,  the  23rd  section  would  have  been  un- 

the  4th  section,  dealing  with  corrupt  treating,  would  have 

cient  to  dispose  of  the  case.     Moreover,  if  it  had  been 

>y  the  Legislature  in  making  that  sort  of  practice  which 

here  and  elsewhere  illegal,  as  no  doubt  it  is  now  by  the 

>n,  to  make  it  also  amount  to  corrupt  treating  within  the 

f  the  4th  section,  the  Legislature  would  have  so  declared 

le  23rd  section.     Has  the  Legislature  so  declared  itself  ? 

action  deals  with  the  case  of  *  a  candidate  who  shall  cor- 

himself,'  and  so  on,  *  provides  or  causes  to  be  provided/ 

*  any  meat,  drink,*  and  so  on,  *  for  any  person,  in  order 

rted,'  which  would  refer  to  general  ingratiation,  '  or  for 

ted,'  which  seems  only  to  be  an  echo  of  the  former  sen- 

for  the  purpose  of  corruptly  influencing  that  person  or 

person,  to  give  or  refrain  from  giving,  his  vote,'  which 

n  to  deal  with  pampering  the  appetite  of  some  particular 

persons,  without  any  general  hospitality  in  the  way  of 

)n.      In   order  that  the   case   should  fall  within  that 

is  necessary  to  prove,  not  only  the  fact  that  meat  or 

3  given  to  a  voter  (I  am  now  dealing  with  treating), 

it  was  done  with   a  corrupt   design  to  influence  the 

:  to  obtain  a  vote  or  votes. 

;uming  to  the  23rd  section,  which  deals  with  the  mere 
ing  refreshments  to  voters  on  the  day  of  the  poll,  that 
ter  reciting  that  doubts  have  arisen  as  to  whether  the 
reshments  to  voters  on  the  day  of  nomination  or  polling 
not  according  to  law,  goes  on  to  'declare*  that  'the 
causing  to  be  given  to  any  voter,  on  the  day  of  nomina- 
y  of  polling,  on  account  of  such  voter  having  polled,  or 
at  to  poll,  any  meat,  drink,  or  entertainment,  in  the  way 
nent,  or  any  money  or  tickets  to  enable  such  voter  to 
reshment,  shall  be  deemed ' — what  ?  not  corrupt  treating, 
be  deemed  '  an  illegal  act.'  Now,  what  are  the  conse- 
hat  follow  1    A  person  who  is  guilty  of  the  offence  of 
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corrupt  treating  under  the  4th  section  is  to  forfeit  502.,  and  i 
voter  who  shall  corruptly  accept  meat,  drink,  &c.,  given  under  tii< 
4th  section,  shall  be  incapable  of  voting  at  the  election,  and  hi 
vote,  if  given,  shall  be  utterly  void.  Under  the  23rd  section,  oi 
the  other  hand,  the  only  consequence  is,  that  the  person  offend 
i^g>  by  which  I  understand  the  person  who  gives  the  voter  th 
meat  upon  the  days  of  nomination  or  polling,  whether  with 
corrupt  intention  or  not,  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  forty  shillings  fc 
each  offence,  to  any  person  who  shall  sue  for  the  same,  togethc 
with  the  full  costs  of  the  suit." 

PromiBeof  As  to  the  promise  of  refreshments  m/u^uro  being  equivalei 

infuturo  to  a  bribe,  he  said : — 

Sbe.  ^      *       "  ^  quite  agi'ee  that  if  that  were  made  out,  quite  apart  fi-om  th 

question  of  corrupt  treating,  there  would  be  a  bribe  within  th 
first  clause  of  the  2nd  section,  by  reason  of  Grose  offering  valuabl 
consideration  to  the  voters,  in  order  to  induce  the  voters  to  vot 
or  to  refrain  from  voting,  which,  with  reference  to  procuring  foa 
to  be  consumed  in  futuro,  would  be  bribery ;  whereas  the  mei 
giving  of  food  to  be  consumed  on  the  spot  is  looked  upon  ceitain] 
in  a  more  lenient  way,  and  is  dealt  with  separately,  in  the  mann< 
I  have  already  described,  by  the  4th  section.  It  is  somewhi 
remarkable,  with  reference  to  this  distinction  between  bribery  an 
treating,  that  it  has  existed  from  very  ^arly  times ;  and  that  eve: 
with  respect  to  that  form  of  bribery  which  has  always  been  con 
sidered  the  most  odious,  the  bribery  of  a  person  who  holds  i 
judicial  place,  express  provisions  have  been  made  distinguishinj 
treating  from  bribery.  And  without  going  back  to  old  books^l 
may  mention  what  is  within  my  own  knowledge,  that  when  I  took 
the  oath  of  a  Judge  some  fourteen  years  ago,  one  of  the  terms  oi 
that  oath  was  (and,  unless  it  has  been  altered  by  the  recent  Acts, 
I  suppose  Judges  take  the  same  oath  at  the  present  day),  you  shaD 
not  take  any  gift  from  any  man  who  may  have  plea  pending 
before  you,  unless  it  be  meat  or  drink,  and  that  of  small  value- 
That  is  not  a  mere  form,  chanted  by  the  person  who  takes  thft^ 
oath,  which  has  existed  and  been  handed  down  from  very  ancient 
times  ;  it  is  as  much  as  to  express  that  the  law  will  trust  even  i 
person  who  may  have  to  decide  upon  the  lives  and  properties  a 
others  to  take,  but  only  in  the  form  of  refreshment,  which  is  to  h 
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oonsumed  at  the  moment  and  not  pocketed  or  reserved  for  future 
enjoyment,  small  quantities  of  meat  and  drink.     Moreover,  it  is 
an  illustration  of  that  saying,  which  is  quite  familiar  to  lawyers, 
that  the  law  deals  with  substance  and  not  with  shadows.     The 
law  allows  those  trivial  matters  which  occur  from  time  to  time, 
and  cannot  be  prevented,  which  really  do  no  mischief  except  in 
tbe  minds  of  the  suspicious,  no  inference  is  to  be  drawn  against  a 
person  who  simply  eats  or  drinks  in  the  way  of  moderate  refresh- 
ment   Well,  now,  I  am  quite  conscious  that  that  which  might 
present  attractions  to  one  man  which  he  could  not  resist,  may  to 
another  appear  possible  to  avoid.    A  hungry  creature  will  go  into 
tie  trap  for  a  bait,  at  which  the  well-fed  one  will  turn  up  his  nose 
with  disdain.     But  it  must  be  obvious  (I  have  said  enough,  and  I 
meant  no  more  in  what  I  said  than  to  introduce  what  really  is  at 
the  bottom  of  the  decision  in  all  these  cases)  that  the  Judge  must 
tttiafy  his  mind  whether  that  which  was  done  was  really  done  in 
» anasual  and  suspicious  a  way  that  he  ought  to  impute  to  the 
person  who  has  done   it  a  criminal  intention  in   doing  it,  or 
whether  the  circumstances  are  such  that  it  may  fairly  be  imputed 
to  the  man's  generosity,  or  his  profusion,  or  his  desire  to  express 
his  good  will  to  those  who  honestly  h^lp  his  cause  without  resort- 
ing to  the  illegal  means  of  attracting  voters  by  means  of  an  appeal 
to  their  appetitea" 

Applying  these  principles  just  laid  down  to  the  facts  of  the  case.  What  ques- 
he  went  on  to  say  that  evidence  had  been  given  that  refreshments  e^dencTof^" 
were  partaken  of  by  certain  voters  at  the  house  of  one  Grose,  on  *'^*»°»- 

*L^      IT         1  When  giving 

the  poUmg-day.  ref  reshmente  iB 

"The  true  question  here  is,  first  of  all,  whether  what  Grose  did  ^^^''^^"^ 
was  only  letting  persons  who  had  polled  eat  at  his  house  on 
Mcount  of  having  polled,  or  whether  the  house  was  open  with  the 
ooirapt  intention  of  catching  certain  voters  as  they  came  in,  and 
WudDg  them  to  vote  for  the  Respondent  upon  the  ground  that 
they  would  by  so  doing  obtain  admission  to  Grose's  house:  whether, 
in  feet,  what  Grose  did  was  a  mere  illegality  within  the  23rd 
•action  of  17  &  18  Vict,  a  102,  or  whether  it  was  a  corrupt 
illegality  so  as  to  come  within  the  4th  section.  And  further,  there 
ttupon  these  facts  a  question  of  bribery  to  be  considered,  because, 

H^  from  the  proper  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  mere  fact 

K  2 
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that  there  was  a  meal  at  Grose's  house  at  which  persons  v 
voted  for  the  Respondent  got  refreshments  after  they  had 
voted,  it  would  still  have  to  be  considered  whether  there  was  nc 
previous  promise  made  by  Grose  to  one  or  more  persons  (thoi 
one  would  be  quite  enough)  that  he  should  have  a  dinner  if 
came  in  and  voted  for  the  Respondent" 

After  discussing  the  whole  of  the  evidence  brought  forward 
both  sides,  he  concluded  his  judgment  by  answering  all  tb 
questions  in  favour  of  the  Respondent. 
C«rt«,  As  to  costs  he  said  : — "  The  case  ought  not  to  be  considerec 

forming  any  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  the  Petition 
having  failed,  ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  Respondent" 


CASE   XVIIT. 

BOEOUGH  OF  PENEYN. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  Willes,  February  24,  1869. 


Petitiorura :  Broad  and  other». 

Respondents  :  Mr.  R.  N.  Fowler ;  Mr.  Eastwick. 

Countel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  Macnamara. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskyns. 

Counsel  for  Respondents:  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.  ;  Serjeant  Sleigh. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose  and  Norton. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  but 
^i  not  pray  the  seat 

Evidence  was  given  in  several  cases  as  to  the  employment  of 
^18,  but  it  was  not  established  in  any  case  that  they  had  been 
^Wrably  employed  in  order  to  influence  their  votes. 

Evidence  was  also  given  as  to  bribery,  but  no  case  was 
established. 

It  was  also  attempted  to  prove  that  a  promise  had  been  made 
^  a  deaf  and  dumb  voter  that  if  he  voted  for  the  Respondents  he 
^ould  be  sent  to  an  asylum  where  he  might  be  cured,  but  this 
^^  entirely  broke  down. 

Before  the  commencement  of  the  case, 

*f.  Oiffard,  for  the  Respondents,  called  attention  to  the  insuf-  If  Respondents 
"Ciency  of  the  particulars  furnished  by  the  Petitioners,  pursuant  fMufficiency  of 
t»  Ji%'b  order.     He  asked  that  counsel  for  Petitioners  should  be  v^^""^ 
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furnished  by      called  upon  to  State  in  full  in  the  opening  the  names  of  all  penoni 
adjournment      alleged  to  be  bribed  or  treated. 

atP^tw^rs*        ^^'  J^^ice  WiLLES  Said  that  he  would  apply  a  remedy  in tb 
«»^  only  form  he  could ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  Respondents  were  « 

'  '  injuriously  affected  by  the  withholding  of  particulars  that  then 

ought  to  be  an  adjournment  in  order  to  enable  them  to  answer  th* 
case,  he  should  order  the  costs  of  the  adjournment  to  be  paid  h 
the  Petitioners,  and  if  the  Petitioners  succeeded  he  should  con 
sider  whether  their  non-compliance  with  the  order  of  the  judg( 
ought  not  to  be  visited  by  the  Judge  abstaining  in  his  discretioi 
from  ordering  the  Petitioners'  costs  to  be  paid. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Agent  extolling  It  was  proved  that  one  Rule,  a  sail  maker,  was  in  want  of  em 
voter— and°  ployment  before  the  election,  and  he  applied  for  employment  ti 
ftt^J^g  pro-  one  Freston,  the  Respondent's  agent.  Freston,  in  answer  to  hi 
giving  employ-  application  did  not  distinctly  promise  him  work,  but  it  was  sub 
not  necenariiy  mitted  on  the  part  of  Petitioners  that  what  Freston  said  to  him  a 
corrupt.  1^  ^^Q  Respondent  Fowler's  getting  him  employment  did  amoun 

to  a  promise  to  him  conditional  upon  his  voting  for  the  Respon 
dents. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  as  to  this,  in  his  judgment : — 
"  I  am  not  at  all  aware  that  if  the  Respondents  had  given  hii 
employment  bond  fide,  that  is  to  say,  without  at  all  intending  t 
corrupt  the  man's  mind,  they  might  not  have  done  so.  A  man  i 
not  boimd  to  give  notice  to  quit  to  all  his  tenants  of  his  way  c 
thinking  if  he  is  going  to  stand  for  the  county,  or  to  refuse  to  tak 
into  his  service  a  man  of  his  way  of  thinking  if  he  is  going  to  ae 
up  for  the  borough.  He  must  not  do  that  as  a  reward  for  the  vot 
which  he  hopes  to  obtain,  and  he  must  not  make  the  vote  a  coi 
dition  of  giving  employmetit  But  the  employment  of  persona  t 
do  work  must  go  on  in  election  times  as  well  as  in  others;  th 
affairs  of  life  cannot  be  brought  to  a  standstill  If  you  have  a  am 
of  money,  or  a  benefit,  for  which  nothing  is  returned,  confene 
upon  a  voter,  you  have  a  tangible  case  which  cannot  be  explaiB6 
away  merely  by  saying,  '  I  did  it,  and  I  had  no  particular  reaao 
for  it.'  Tou  have  then  a  case  in  which  a  member  or  his  $g^ 
must  be  called  upon  to  give  an  account  of  what  they  meant^  an 
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to  show  satisfactorily  that  that  which  prirrui  fade  was  giving  a 
benefit  to  a  person  which  might  have  the  effect  of  inducing  him  to 
rote  for  the  member  was  really  done  with  some  other  and  innocent 
isotiye.  I  am  clear  that  where  an  unfavourable  inference  is  to  be 
drawn  from  the  fact  that  some  person  has  been  employed  one 
ought  to  take  care  to  be  quite  sure  that  there  is  something  more 
than  merely  getting  the  man's  work  for  that  which  is  the  real 
equivalent  for  the  man's  work.  I  believe  that  Freston  did  in 
this  case  praise  up  the  Respondent  Fowler,  that  he  did  corn- 
moid  him  as  a  good  man  to  stand  for  the  borough,  in  some  such 
vay  as  this,  '  That  is  the  man  for  our  borough ;  he  is  sure  to  do 
yoQgood,  and  to  advance  your  interest  in  Parliament,  and  if  he 
has  any  employment  to  give  he  will  be  sure  to  select  people  from 
this  town/  and  so  on.  There  is  an  old  maxim  applicable  to  all 
transactions  for  commodities,  and  I  suppose  that  Members  of  Par- 
liament are  not  commodities  exempt  from  it,  that  simple  general 
o6mmendation  of  the  article  you  deal  in  is  not  to  be  considered  as 
fraudulent" 

It  was  proved  that  one  Behenna  applied  to  Freston,  the  Respon-  Brnployment  of 
dent's  agent  for  employment     Freston  sent  him  to  a  person  who  farpenniflsible. 
gave  him  a  month's  work,  a  fortnight  before  the  election,  and  a  ^^1^^*"*^' 
fartnight  after.    Freston  knew  at  the  time  that  Behenna  was  a  i®^^»  ■-  2. 

.  .  RepreseTitatioii 

voter.    Nothing,  however,  was  said  about  his  vote  till  after  he  was  of  the  People 
ua  where  he  might  go  and   get  work.      Then  he  was  asked  ^^^^       ' 
whether  he  intended  to  vote  for  the  Respondents,  to  which  he 
iittwered  yes.    He  did  vote  for  the  Respondents. 
Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  as  to  this  in  his  judgment: — 
"Before  the  passing  of  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act, 
1867,*  committees  had  often  to  discuss  whether  the  employment 
rf voters  was  to  be  considered  as  bribery.     There  is  in  the  reports 
Aieries  of  cases,  of  some  of  which  I  gave  a  list  upon  a  former  occa- 
ianf    In  these  cases   it  appeared   that  soores,  and   in  some 
iBs^ces  hundreds,  of  people  were  employed  as  messengers  and 

*  Section  2  enacts  that  voters  employed  by  the  candidates  in  respect  of  the 
six  months  before  the  election  are  to  lose  their  vote,  and  it  is  a 
for  addi  to  Tota. 
tT^ap«qte,p.79. 
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watchers,  and  so  forth,  that  a  great  proportion  of  these  were  toI 
and  that  they  were  paid  for  what  they  did. 

"  If  the  mere  employment  of  a  man  who  was  a  voter, 
expected  to  vote  for  a  Member,  was  bribery  of  itself  within 
second  section  of  the  Corrupt  Practices'  Act,  1834,  it  is  obv 
that  the  conclusion  in  each  of  those  cases  must  have  I 
at  once  that  a  man  paid  by  a  Member,  who  would  not 
might  not  have  been  employed  but  for  the  election,  is  tc 
considered  as  accepting  the  Member's  retainer,  that  there 
you  ought  to  impute  the  payment  to  a  desire  to  induce  the  v 
to  vote,  therefore  there  was  bribery,  and  therefore  the  electio 
void.  But  that  was  not  the  reasoning  adopted.  The  condu 
adopted  in  those  cases  is  that  unless  the  employment 
colourable,  unless,  that  is  to  say,  it  was  an  employment  only 
name,  and  it  was  shown  that  the  money  was  given  either 
doing  nothing,  or  was  given  in  excess  for  the  services  fa 
rendered  by  the  voter,  there  was  no  bribery.  If  a  man  was  tal 
into  an  employment  in  order  to  influence  his  vote  ;  if,  for  instai 
*  Behenna'  had  intended  to  vote  for  '  Smith  and  Hodgson,'  or 
at  all,  and  then  Freston  had  said,  '  Oh,  come  into  the  employm 
of  the  Respondents,  and  vote  for  them,'  that  would  have  beei 
bribe  no  doubt.  If  he  had  said  to  Behenna,  *  Oh,  come  into 
employment  of  Messrs.  Fowler  and  Eastwick,'  Behenna^  havi 
engaged  himself  to  the  other  side,  there  would  have  been  stn 
reason  for  inferring  that  it  was  indirectly  a  bribe,  because  i 
inference  would  be  that  it  was  intended  to  change  the  man's  mi 
WTiere,  however,  there  is  the  case,  as  Behenna's  was,  of  a  man  ^ 
intended  to  vote  for  the  Respondents,  and  through  the  interv 
tion  of  an  agent  of  theirs,  got  a  month's  work,  there  is  : 
necessarily  a  case  within  the  terms  of  the  second  section  of 
Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854. 

"I  dispose  of  Behenna's  case  in  this  way.  I  cannot  myj 
see  the  distinction  between  employing  a  man  for  the  purposes 
the  election  and  getting  a  man  employment  at  his  ordinary  W) 
and  at  proper  wages  in  another  capacity,  except  that  the  fori 
would  seem  to  be  rather  more  objectionable  than  the  latter;  i 
I  see  very  great  objection  in  the  former  employment,  though  n< 
at  all  in  the  latter,  unless  all  the  ordinary  operations  of  htin 
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life  are  to  come  to  a  standstill,  simply  because  there  happens  to 
be  an  election  coming  on" 

Commenting  upon  another  case  of  alleged  colourable  employ- 
ment of  a  voter,  he  said  further  on  this  subject : — 

"If  a  man  who  has  a  large  shipbuilding  yard,  after  setting  up 
as  a  candidate  for  a  place,  takes  into  his  employment  men  whose 
«rvices  he  really  wants,  without  rejecting  those  whom  he  knows 
to  be  favourable  to  him,  and  who  he  knows  intend  to  vote  for 
him,  it  would  be,  in  my  judgment,  an  abuse  of  language  to  call 
that  bribery.  To  take  another  case.  Suppose  a  voter  said,  'Well, 
I  really  cannot  vote  for  you,  for  I  have  to  leave  for  the  Continent 
this  evening,  it  would  be  so  inconvenient  for  me  to  stay;'  and  the 
candidate  were  to  answer,  '  Every  vote  is  of  great  importance ;  pray 
itay  and  vote,  and  you  shall  have  a  bed  at  my  house.'  Supposing 
a  candidate  were  to  address  that  to  some  one  in  his  own  condition 
of  life,  certainly  one  might  with  a  perverse  ingenuity  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  both  the  voter  and  the  candidate  were  corrupt 
people.  But  I  hardly  tliink  that  could  have  been  said,  supposing 
the  candidate  had  been  a  Tory  and  the  voter  had  been  Sir 
Bobert  Harry  Inglis,  or  supposing  the  candidate  a  Liberal  and  the  * 
voter  Mr.  Byng.  You  must  in  such  case  look,  not  so  much  to  the 
litenJ  terms  which  are  used,  as  to  the  substance  and  reason  of 
the  thing.  I  think  it  would  not  be  right  or  reasonable  to  hold 
that  there  was  bribery  in  those  cases  unless  there  was  colourable 
employment  or  a  condition  made." 

Upon  Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Petitioners,  calling  attention  to  the  ^J»cn  cm 
&ct  that  the  names  of  two  witnesses  about  to  be  called  by  the  gated,  though 
Petitioners  were  not  in  particulars,  aiLra^^*^" 

Hr.  Justice   Willes  said  that  the  cases  appeared  from  the  (i)  152. 
opening  to  be  so  serious  that  he  should  feel  it  to  be  his  duty  to 
u^vestigate  them  in  some  form  or  other. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  his  judgment,  declared  both  the  Be- 
^ndents  duly  elected. 

With  r^rard  to  the  rendering  of  accounts,  in  pursuance  of  26  Retnrn  of 
^ict  c.  29,  8.  4,  and  as  to  what  expenses  should  be  included  in  (SJ^^iuTd  ** 
Aem,  he  said : —  ^  included. 

**  A  Mr.  Freston  was  sent  down  at  considerable  expense  to  make 
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inquiries  prior  to  the  registration ;  he  was  also  employed  at  t 
registration.  These  ai*e  expenses  which  could  not,  as  I  read,  t 
Act,  probably  come  into  a  properly  framed  account,  though 
should  not  like  to  advise  any  one  to  leave  them  out,  who  i 
anxious  to  avoid  the  penalties  of  not  accounting." 
Costs.  As  to  costs  he  said  : — 

"  I  do  not  think  that  there  is  anything  to  take  them  out  of  t 
general  rule." 


CASE  XIX. 

BOROUGH  OF  SALFORD. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Martin,  March  2,  1869. 


^^itionen:  Messrs.  Roderick  Anderson;  Jesse  Bryant ;  Edward  Charlton 

Harding. 

Bapondentt :  Mr.  Edward  Cawley  ;  Mr.  William  Edward  Charley. 

iiuci  for  Petitionerg :  Mr.  Higgin,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Pope  ;   Mr.  Edwards ;   Mr. 

Aimitage. 

9nU:  Messrs.  Sale  and  Co. ;  Mr.  Charles  Maklnson  ;  Messrs.  Reed  and  Co. 

Counsel  for  RetpondenU:  Mr.  Holker,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Herschell. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Slater,  Hiele's  and  Co. ;  Messrs.  Tahourdin. 


I^E  petition  contained  allegations  of  bribery,  treating  and  undue 
luence,  and,  for  a  fourth  allegation,  that  the  Respondents  did  by 
dtnselves  and  other  persons  on  their  behalf,  hire  and  engage  and 
y  money  for  and  on  account  of  a  number  of  conveyances  for  the 
fpose  of  conveying  voters  to  the  poll,  and  which  were  used  for 
4  purposes  on  the  day  of  the  election  in  their  interest 

tt  was  proved  that  a  considerable  number  of  cabs  were  hired  for 
i  Respondents,  not  for  the  conveyance  of  voters  to  the  poll,  but 
the  canvassers  to  go  in  to  the  places  where  the  voters  were  at 
rk,  the  canvassers  then  walking  up  to  the  poll  with  the  voters, 
^as  not  proved  (although  it  was  alleged),  that  in  many  instances 
tew  were  conveyed  in  these  cabs.  Some  evidence  was  given  of 
neral  rioting  and  intimidation,  and  also  of  treating,  but  no  case 
M  established  on  either  ground.  Only  2^.  6d,  was  proved  to 
^^  been  spent  in  bribery. 
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In  tho  course  of  the  case, 

Upon  evidence  being  tendered  as  to  the  conveyance  of  vol 
to  the  poll, 

Mr.  Pope  submitted  that  by  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  36,  it 
made  illegal  to  pay  money  on  account  of  the  conveyance  of  vo 
to  the  poll,  and  that,  if  it  was  done  wilfully  and  knowingly  in 
lation  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  it  was  a  corrupt  act,  and  ih 
tho  corrupt  act  had  the  effect  or  was  intended  to  have  the  ef 
of  influencing  a  vote  it  would  avoid  an  election. 

Mr.  Holker  contended  that  the  violation  of  the  Act  might ) 
sibly  render  a  candidate  liable  to  an  indictment  or  some  pun 
ment,  but  to  nothing  more. 

Mr.  Pope: — "That  is  in  the  case  of  an  isolated  act,  but  in ' 
case  it  is  a  systematic  and  intentional  doing  of  an  illegal  act." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin: — "  If  a  candidate  deliberately  and  of  purj 
nms  counter  to  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  directs  a  thing  no 
be  done,  I  think  that  common  law  will  operate  upon  it,  and 
election  will  be  void.  However,  I  shall  not  decide  it  myself,  1 
if  it  is  necessary,  I  shall  grant  a  case  for  the  Court  of  Comi 
Pleas." 

Subsequently  Mr.  Holker,  for  the  Respondent,  after  citing 
Representation  of  the  People  Act,  1867,  a  36,  contended  tha 
made  it  illegal  to  pay  money  either  to  a  voter  or  to  any  one  on 
behalf  on  account  of  his  conveyance  to  the  poll,  because  sue 
payment  might  be  made  a  cover  for  bribery.  But  he  submi^ 
that  providing  hired  cabs  was  not  the  same  as  paying  money,  eil 
to  voters  or  to  any  one  on  behalf  of  voters,  and  that  it  was  no 
act  which  amounted  to  offering  unfair  inducement  to  voter 
come  to  the  poll  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices 
1854.  Even  if  it  were  illegal  it  did  not  follow  that  it  would  a 
the  election.  The  payment,  in  order  to  have  that  effect,  mus 
made  in  the  shape  of  bribery.  He  then  referred  to  21  &  22  ^ 
c  87,  s.  1,  and  pointed  out  that  that  Act  distinctly  made  it  la 
**  to  provide  conveyance  for  any  voter  for  the  purpose  of  poUi 
That  Act  was  not  repealed  in  any  express  terms,  and  he 
tended  that  it  was  not  repealed  either  by  implication.  Of  coi 
if  it  was  impossible  to  construe  the  two  sections  consistently ' 
one  another,  then  the  later  statute  would  abrogate  the  eai 
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But  here  it  was  perfectly  possible  to  do  so  if  the  construction  was 
pat  upon  the  later  Act  which  he  suggested,  namely,  that  it  was 
not  illegal  to  hire  a  cab,  though  it  was  illegal  to  pay  money  for 
the  conveyance  of  a  voter. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin: — "I  think  it  is  perfectly  plain.     The  36th 
aection  of  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act,  1867,  shows  as 
jJainly  as  possible  that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  that 
TOters  should  either  walk  to  the  poll  or  go  in  their  own  carriages. 
The  excepted  cases  of  East  Retford,  and  other  boroughs,  make 
that  intention  plain,  because  in  those  boroughs  the  voters  live  at  a 
distance  finom  the  polling  places.     Therefore  it  is  permitted  in 
tho8e  cases  that  hired  conveyances  should  be  provided.    The  legis- 
lature has  made  most  stringent  provisions  as  to  having  polling 
places  in  the  most  convenient  places  in  boroughs  for  eveiy  voter. 
The  intention  is  to  prevent  the  hiring  of  conveyances  for  voters, 
and  to  provide  that  people  should  walk  to  the  poll  or  go  in  their 
private  carriages,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  the  same  thing 
whether  a  man  rides  in  a  private  carriage  provided  for  him  or 
comes  in  a  hired  carriage." 

Jh.HoUcer: — "If  that  had  been  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature, one  does  not  see  why  they  did  not  repeal  the  1st  section  of 
21 4  22  Vict  c.  87  altogether." 
Mr.  Baron  Martin: — "I  think  the  Legislature  does  repeal  it." 
Mr.  Pope,  in  the  course  of  his  reply,  on  being  requested  to  point 
ont  how,  assuming  the  conveying  voters  was  an  illegal  act,  it 
^ected  the  election,  submitted  that  if  a  candidate  or  his  agent 
^ere  found  wilfully  committing  an  illegal  act  for  the  purpose  of 
•ftctii^  the  election,  that  illegal  act  so  committed  would  by 
CMMnon  law  avoid  the  election.  He  drew  attention  to  the 
definition  that  Mr.  Justice  Willes  had  given  of  the  word  "  cor- 
'^ptly,"  namely,  purposely  doing  an  act  which  the  law  forbids. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  after  citing  the  4th  alle- 
gation in  the  petition,  said,  as  to  this : — 

"I  have  already  stated  that  if  I  considered  the  allegation 
P^wed,  I  should  reserve  the  point  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
^t  after  the  evidence  of  the  Respondent  Cawley  and  others,  I 
wrfd  not  state  as  a  fact  that  the  conveyances  were  hired  for  the 
Purpose  of  conveying  voters  to  the  poll." 
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Dnmkeimess  Upon  it  being  proved  that  a  number  of  women  were  drunl 

^iTeWdence  ^^^  «^^®^s  on  the  poUing^ay,— 

of  general  state  Mr.  HolJcev,  for  the  Respondents,  said  that  he  was  at  a  loss 

of  not  in  a 


borough. 
(2)  388. 


know  to  what  part  of  the  petition  such  evidence  was  directed. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin: — " My  impression  is  that  the  allegatioi 
this  petition  means  that  there  was  undue  influence  within 
melming  of  section  5  of  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102.  The  « 
question  arose  at  Cheltenham,*  and  I  there  stated  that  if  tl 
was  evidence  that  the  election  was  void  at  common  law  on  accc 
of  general  violence  and  intimidation,  I  would  give  a  case  for 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  to  whether  such  evidence  was  adi 
sible  under  this  petition." 

Mr.  HoUcer  then  said  that  he  referred  more  particularly  to 
evidence  about  the  drunkenness  of  women. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  I  take  it  that  that  is  clearly  an  elem 
in  the  case.     In  giving  a  description  of  the  state  of  a  town  i 
state  of  riot,  if  there  was  a  good  deal  of  drunkenness  amomr 
wome.,  I  think  it  is  a  very  Long  element  in  the  matter." 


Account  of 

bankers  for 

Respondent's 

Committee  not 

evidence 

against 

Respondent. 

(8)  266. 


Upon  a  clerk  from  the  bankers  for  the  Respondent's  commii 
being  asked  to  produce  the  account  of  the  Respondent's  commit 
with  the  cheques, — 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  : — "  The  account  is  not  evidence,  if 
Respondents  object ;  you  must  examine  witnesses  as  to  it.     ' 
account  is  merely  a  means  of  refreshing  the  memory  of  the  cle 
he  must  be  taken  through  it  item  by  item." 


Corrupt  pay- 
ment made 
after  an 
election  by  a 
canvasser,  but 
without  the 
privity  of  the 
Respondent, 
does  not  affect 
seat. 

Ordinary 
agency  ceases 
at  the  close  of 
the  poll. 


One  Balderstone,  a  canvasser  for  the   Respondent,  and   v 
chairman  of  the  district,  was  asked  by  Mr.  Pope,  for  the 
titioners, — 

Q.   "Do  you  remember  the  Thursday  after  the  election 
Kennedy  coming  to  you  ? " 

A,  "Yes." 

Q.  "  What  did  he  ask  you  for  ? " 

A,  "He  asked  me  if  he  was  to  be  paid  anything  for  his  w 
on  the  polling-day." 


*  Vide  ante,  p.  64. 
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Mr.  Baron   Mabtin  (to   Mr.  Pope) : — "  Have  you  considered  Pririty  neees- 
fhether  or  not,  supposing  it  were  bribery  by  Balderstone,  to  pay  agency 'after. 
hat  would  affect  the  election  ?  "  (6)  216. 

Mr.  Pope  : — "  I  have  considered  it  as  money  paid  on  account  of 
lis  having  voted." 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  : — "  I  apprehend  that  would  not  affect  the 
Bodidates.  I  take  it  the  facts  are  these :  Balderstone  was  a  vice- 
hainnan  and  a  canvasser;  the  election  is  over;  and  after  that 
ime  be  gives  a  man  money  od  account  of  the  election.  I  will 
&ke  it  it  was  corruptly  given  within  the  meaning  of  the  latter 
art  of  the  2nd  section  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854.  But 
ow  could  that  affect  the  candidates  ? " 

Mr.  Pope : — "  Any  person  who  does  that  is  guilty  of  bribery." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  No  doubt :  but  it  is  one  thing  to  be 
Tiilty  of  bribery,  and  another  thing  to  be  guilty  of  bribery  so  as 
0  affect  the  election  within  the  43rd  and  46th  clauses  of  the 
^ariiamentary  Elections  Act,  1868.  It  strikes  me  that  bribery, 
iter  the  election,  by  a  friend  of  the  candidate,  or  a  person  who 
ud  been  a  canvasser  or  vice-chairman  before  the  election,  would 
M>t  affect  the  seat" 

Mr.  Pope : — *'  I  should  say  that  any  bribery,  whenever  com- 
ittitted,  necessarily  avoids  the  election." 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  : — "  No  doubt  if  the  candidate  did  it  himself 
t  would  at  once  affect  the  seat,  but  if  done  by  a  person  who 
merely  was  a  man  holding  some  office  before  the  election,  I  should 
reiy  much  doubt  if  it  would  have  the  same  effect.  It  is  no 
loubt  bribery,  and  the  persons  concerned  in  it  would  make  them- 
«lve8  liable  to  a  penalty  for  bribery." 

Mr.  Pope  submitted  that  incorporating  into  the  36th  section  of 
the  Cormpt  Practices  Act,  1854,  the  definition  given  of  bribery  in 
*ke  latter  part  of  the  2nd  section,  viz.,  comiptly  paying  money  to 
*  person  on  account  of  his  having  voted,  section  36  must  be 
^  as  follows :  "  If  any  candidate  ....  shall  be  declared  guilty 
hy  bimself  or  his  agent  of  corruptly  paying  money  to  a  person 
on  account  of  his  having  voted,  such  candidate  shall  be  incapable 
^  teing  elected,"  &c. 

^.  Baron  Mabtin  admitted  that  the  word  bribery  in  the 
^^  section  ought   not   to  have    any   limitation  put  upon   it. 
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>ii)9  lio  aildeil,  *'  In  my  opinion  the  agency  ceases  with  the  dec 

Mr.  Po^w :— **  That  is  a  question  of  fact" 

Mr.  lianm  Martin  : — "  It  is  not  a  question  of  fact  at  al 
Sv)p)H>Miug  tlmt  ii\n}  years  (I  am  merely  putting  it  so  to  make  i 
nUiiul)  altor  an  election,  which  has  been  perfectly  pure  an 
hoiit^dt,  a  voter  goes  to  a  person  who  acted  at  the  election  as  via 
rhuirman  and  canvasser,  and  says  to  him,  *  I  voted  for  yoiur  firiem 
and  I  now  expect  you  will  give  me  51.  for  having  done  so/  and  th 
man  agrees  to  give  it  him,  under  such  circumstances  a  Judg 
might  very  well  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  that  was  a  coira] 
(layment.  But  is  it  possible  you  have  any  authority  to  show  thi 
huch  an  act  could  have  relation  back  and  affect  the  candidate  ( 
the  person  who  had  been  returned,  and  was  filling  the  seat  ?  ■ 
so,  the  seat  of  every  man  who  is  returned  to  Parliament  would  I 
in  the  hands  of  any  foolish  person  who  might  be  induced  a  wee 
or  a  fortnight  after  the  election  to  bribe  a  voter." 

Mr.  Pope : — "  Consider  what  your  Lordship  is  about  to  rula 
your  Lordship  holds  the  payment  after  the  election  was  not  ^ 
avoid  the  seat,  all  that  would  be  necessary  to  be  done  would  1 
that  all  the  bribes  should  be  given  after  the  return  is  made,  ai 
the  seat  would  be  safe." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin : — "If  the  bribes  were  given  with  tl 
privity  of  the  member,  what  you  say  would  be  perfectly  rig! 
because  it  would  be  the  same  thing  as  the  member  himsc 
bribing,  and  I  have  no  doubt  it  would  affect  the  member,  if  1 
was  the  person  who  corruptly  gave." 

Mr.  Pope: — "Then  why  not  if  his  authorised  agent  was  tl 
peraon  ?  " 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  Because  the  agency  is  over." 

Mr.  Pope : — "  Of  course  your  Lordship  may  find  as  a  fact  th 
the  agency  of  Balderstone  terminated  at  the  conclusion  of  tl 
poll     That  is  a  question  of  fact,  not  of  law." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  If  you  satisfy  me  that  what  took  pla 
amounted  to  this, — that  the  Respondents,  or  either  of  them,  we 
to  Balderstone,  and  said,  *  There  is  a  man  who  has  pretended  to  • 
some  work,  but  I  want  to  reward  him  for  his  vote  :  will  you  gi 
him  58,  ? ' — no  doubt  that  would  affect  the  seat.     But  if  there  w 
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guch  act  of  the  candidate  sbowii,  the  seat  would   not  be 
ected." 

Mr.  Pope: — "If  your  Lordship  finds  that  the  act  was  done 
ther  by  the  candidate  nor  bis  agent,  of  course  the  seat  would  not 
affected." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  You  are  using  the  word  '  agent '  am- 
[uoosly.  An  agent  to  affect  the  seat  by  reason  of  an  act  done 
Mequently  to  the  election,  would  be  a  person  with  whom  there 
8  personal  privity  for  doing  the  act." 

llr.  Pope : — "  I  was  assuming  for  the  moment  that  the  act  in 
stion  was  done  by  the  candidate  or  his  agent,  and  my  argu- 
Qt  then  was,  that  whether  it  is  done  before  or  after  the  election 
s  Dot  affect  the  character  of  the  act" 

Itr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  It  does  not,  if  we  take  the  word  *  agent ' 
a  particular  sense.  The  agent  that  I  should  consider  would 
ict  the  seat  by  his  act  after  the  election  would  be  a  person  who 

that  act  with  the  privity  of  the  member.     A  person  who 
rely  was  an  agent  in  the  sense  that  he  had  been  an  agent  in 

>  election,  would  not,  in  my  judgment,  affect  the  seat  by  any 
Tupt  act  of  his  done  after  the  election  without  the  privity  of 
3  member." 

Mr.  Pope: — "Take  the  case  of  the  old  boroughs,  where  men 
ire  brought  up  in  a  flock  and  paid  so  much  a  head  some  time 
ter  the  election.  In  scores  of  cases  that  was  held  by  Committees 
avoid  the  seat." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  That  was  because  the  Committees  found 
(a&ct  that  the  vote  was  given  under  the  implied  contract  that 
ie  money  would  be  paid." 

Mr.  Pope : — "  The  result  of  this  principle  would  be  then,  that 
i^y  candidate  might  have  a  score  of  agents  to  whom  58.  or  108. 
M  of  no  consequence,  whose  agency  would  cease  at  the  close  of 
^  poll,  but  who  may  have  committed  a  hundred  acts  of  bribery." 
Mr,  Baron  Martin  : — "  If  you  can  prove  that  there  were  a 
i^red  acts  of  bribery  of  this  kind  done,  so  as  to  induce  me 

>  come  to  the  conclusion  that  in  point  of  fact  it  was  paid  with 
^  privity  of  the  member  hanging  back  and  avoiding  taking 
'^y  part  in  it  in  order  that  the  bribe  might  be  given,  you  affect 
«ni  at  once." 
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Mr.  Baron  Mabtin^  in  his  judgment^  said  farther,  as  to 
this: — 

'^Mr.  Balderstone,  being  a  committee  man^  or  district  chainnan, 
and  being  a  canvasser,  his  agency  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  thd 
sitting  members  terminated  with  the  election.  He  was  iiot  i 
person  authorised  to  make  any  payment  subsequently  to  thal^  bat 
he  was  a  person  who  was  employed  for  the  purpose  of  t^e  poUiog 
day  and  the  canvassing ;  he  was  employed  for  that  and  fix  nothing 
else.  I  think  also  the  act  must  be  done  by  the  canvasser  anterior 
to  the  election,  otherwise  the  consequences  would  follow  tbat  a 
perfectly  honest  and  pure  election,  of  which  upon  die  retam 
nothing  whatever  could  be  said,  might  be  affected  by  an  act  dons 
the  following  week  by  an  indiscreet  person,  who  Jhaving  beea 
employed  in  the  election  might  make  a  corrupt  payment  I 
cannot  think  that  a  corrupt  payment  made  by  a  person  whohtf 
been  merely  a  member  of  committee  or  a  canvasser,  and  made 
after  the  election,  and  without  the  privity  of  the  Member  hilfl* 
self,  could  affect  the  Member." 


Hiring  of 
roughs. 


Biotingto 
Titiate  an 
election  miut 
be  suchas  to 
prerent  men 
of  ordinaiy 
nerve  from 
Totlng^  and  it 


Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Bespondenta 
duly  elected,  but  reprobated  some  of  the  practices  resorted  to  on 
their  behalf 

With  reference  to  the  hiring  of  roughs,  he  said ; — 

"  It  was  proved  that,  without  the  slightest  ground,  except  upon 
the  mere  rumour  that  some  of  the  Irish  were  expected  to  coind 
and  interfere  with  people  going  to  the  poll  (or,  according  to  another 
account,  to  protect  a  certain  beershop  from  which  voters  were  to 
be  taken  to  the  poll),  twelve  men,  the  leader  of  whom  waa  a 
prize-fighter,  were  hired  by  an  agent  of  the  Respondents'  a  few 
days  before  the  polling  day,  and  that  as  much  as  181.  was  alto- 
gether spent  upon  them  by  the  authority  of  the  Respondents* 
agent.  Their  being  employed  at  all  is  a  thing  very  much  to  b© 
reprobated." 

As  to  an  election  being  vitiated  by  reason  of  general  rioting,  he 
said: — 

"  Before  an  election  can  be  vitiated  by  reason  of  general  rio^ 
and  violence,  it  must  be  shown  to  be  such  as  to  affect  the  fireedouc 
of  election,  which  is  that  every  person  who  has  the  franchise  ougl*^ 
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.  be  at  liberty  to  go  and  have  the  means  of  eoing  to  the  i)611  and  »?«'  ^  «> 

.  .  .  ,         alleged  in  the 

ving  his  vote  without  obstruction,  and  without  fear  or  intimida^  petition. 

m.    To  set  aside  an  election  on  the  ground  of  general  riot  and 

(denoe,  it  must  be  established  that  person^  possessing  the  ordi- 

ay  nerve  and  courage  of  men  have  been  prevented  from  going  to 

e  poll  to  record  their  votes.    In  this  case,  I  think  the  allega- 

m  Mis  in  proof ;  and  I  also  think  that  the  complaint  fails  on  a 

chnical  ground,  viz.,  that  it  is  not  alleged  in  this  petition."* 

As  to  the  agency  of  one  Kean,  a  publican,  who  was  alleged  to  What  is  not 

enousn  to 

ive  been  guilty  of  treating,  he  said  he  was  of  opinion  that  Kean.  constitate 
u  not  an  agent  "  My  view  of  the  law  would  go  quite  as  far  as  "*^^' 
lat  of  Mr.  Justice  Blackbum,f  but  the  only  evidence  that  I 
&ve  is  that  his  house  was  hired  for  what  I  consider  an  exorbitant 
im ;  and  that  after  that,  by  an  arrangement  between  him  and  an 
gent  of  the  Respondents,  named  Hall,  some  roughs  were  hired^ 
nt  I  am  not  of  opinion  that  that  constitutes  any  agency  between 
Cean  and  the  Bespondents  so  as  to  affect  their  seats  by  his  acts." 

As  to  paying  for  refreshments  which  had  been  ordered  for  a  Not  a  corrupt 
amnber  of  people,  but  afterwards  coiintermanded,  he  said : —  moncy^n 

"lira.  Hulme  was  directed  several  days  previous  to  the  election  J^^jJ^^g^*- 
to  provide  refreshment  for  a  very  considerable  number  of  people,  which  had 

.  boon  ordered 

and  she  did  so ;  but  the  person  by  whom  the  order  was  given  was  but  counter- 
•Jvised  that  it  would  be  dangerous  to  allow  so  much  refreshment  "^^ 
to  be  given  at  a  public-house,  and  thereupon  he  went  and  counter- 
nanded  it.  Mrs.  Hulme  sent  in  a  bill,  not  in  respect  of  the 
ttmnber  of  persons  for  whom  refreshments  had  been  ordered,  but 
dwiging  only  the  expenses  which  she  had  been  put  to  in  makiag 
provifflon  for  the  entertainment :  that  is  a  very  natural  thing,  and 
it  is  impossible  to  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  paying  of  that 
money  was  corrupt.  It  was  a  reasonable  act,  and  such  as  any 
I«8on  might  do." 

As  to  the  case  of  one  Moss,  who  was  alleged  to  have  comiptly  What  ia  not 
I»id  a  day's  wages  to  persons  in  his  employ,  he  said : —  evidence  to 

"  Mr.  Moss  was  an  active  partizan  and  chairman  of  one  of  the  ^^^fL^-. 
committees  of  the  Respondents ;  he  had  a  number  of  men  em-  ment  of  wages. 

♦  Vide,  ante,  p.  64. 
t  Senible  in  the  Bewdley  case,  p.  17. 
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Isolated  case 
of  bribery  by 
agent,  if  the 
amouot  given 
18  very  smally 
does  not  affect 
an  election. 


Coats. 


ployed  in  his  mill,  some  of  whom  supported  one  set  of  can< 
and  others  supported  the  other ;  he  swore  that  he  never  inl 
with  them  in  regard  to  their  votes,  but  upon  the  day 
election  a  number  of  his  men  were  absent  from  their  wc 
Mr.  Moss  did  take  the  opportunity  of  employing  several  < 
for  the  purpose  of  aiding  him  in  the  election.  I  cannoi 
that  the  payment  on  the  following  day  (without  any  { 
contract)  of  their  ordinary  day's  wages  at  the  mill  n 
the  men  who  voted  for  their  master's  candidates,  wou] 
corrupt  payment." 

As  to  bribery  by  an  agent,  when  the  sum  given  is  very  m 
said: — 

''  The  whole  of  the  money  alleged  to  have  been  spent  in 
amounts  to  but  28.  6d,  and  one  would  be  sorry  that  briber] 
extent  of  Is.  to  one  man,  and  Is.  to  another  man,  and 
a  third,  should  upset  an  election ;  that  would  be  a  thin| 
seems  to  me,  which  would  bring  the  law  into  ridicule, 
case  where  great  expense  was  incurred  I  were  to  say  that 
an  imprudent  man,  and  not  the  Member  himself,  gave  Is. 
man,  and  a  Is.  to  another,  and  6d.  to  a  third,  that  was  t 
the  election.    I  am  now  speaking  of  single  isolated  acts,  I 
speaking  of  cumulated  acts;  if  I  were  to  upset  an  elect 
single  acts  such  as  these,  and  such  sums  as  these,  it  seem 
that  the  law  would  be  brought  into  contempt  and  ridicule." 

As  to  costs,  he  said : — 

"  I  certainly  think  that  costs  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
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CASE   XX. 

BOROUGH  OF  BEVERLEY. 

Before  Mb.  Baron  Martin^  March  9,  1869. 

• 

Petitioners:  Messrs.  Hind,  Armstrong,  and  Dunnett. 

Respondents:  Sir  Henry  Edwards,  Bart,  Captain  Kennard. 

Counsel  for  the  Petitioners:  Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood,  Mr.  Waddy. 

Agent:  Mr.  Hind. 

^Hnselfor  the  Respondents :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine ;  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C. ; 

Mr,  Grove  Edwards. 

Agent:   Mr.  Sainton. 


'he  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c. 

t  was  proved  that  an  extensive  system  of  corruption  by  means 
he  misapplicatioD  of  the  funds  of  the  charities  of  the  town,  in- 
ling,  particularly,  Walker's  Gift,  and  by  bribery  at  the  municipal 
tions,  had  been  carried  on  for  years,  and  that  nearly  one  thou- 
i  voters  had  been  corruptly  influenced,  with  a  view  to  the  last 
Jtion. 

^  the  course  of  the  case,  Proof  of  a 

^  witness,  Herdman,  examined  for  the  Petitionei*s  by  Mr.  mption  illua-* 
jeant  Sargood,  proved  that  he  had  been  a  recipient  in  former  ^^^^^" 


les  of  Walker's  Gift.     He  was  asked  whether  he  had  made  an  ^^  named  in 

1.      ,  the  lists  of 

^ucation  for  a  grant  in  1867.  particuUn. 

^.  Oiffa/rd,  for  Respondents,  objected  to  this  on  the  ground 
^  the  witness's  name  was  not  in  the  list  of  persons  alleged  to 
^^  been  bribed. 


^ 
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Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood  said  he  had  meant  to  prove  that  this  m 
had  himself  been  paid,  but  his  name  was  not  in  the  list,  and  dier 
fine  he  wonld  not  give  any  individual  act  of  receiving  money,  b 
would  use  him  only  as  a  witness  giving  general  evidence  on  tl 
subject* 

The  witness  having  further  proved  that  he  had  been  emploji 
at  the  municipal  election  in  1S67  ;  that  he  had  asked  for  os,  i 
his  vote ;  and  that  he  had  been  referred  to  Wiighitt,  wlio  w; 
Be^ndents*  agent,  was  about  to  give  evidence  of  what  had  be( 
said  to  him,  when 

Mr.  Gimifd  objected. 

Mr.  BazvYi  MiBTDi : — ^  I  do  not  see  any  otgecdon.  I  kno 
fn^m  the  Petxdcoeis'  opening  that  it  is  meant  to  show  tb 
th^f^  has  been  a  system  of  appropriating  this  Walkei^s  C^  \ 
tih>s^  who  weie  not  entitled  to  receive  it.  As  I  imdefstaDd,  it 
i>c4  meant  to  show  anything^with  regard  to  bribing  itdiridoaline] 
but  merely  that  there  was  a  general  sjrstem  of  oonopt  inflaeix 
used  by  means  of  this  gift  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  votosi  1 
is  not  personal  bribery  at  all** 

Mr.  Gijfard:—"^  it  is  bribery,  the  particulara  have  not  bee 
mven.    If  it  is  not  bribery,  it  is  irrelevant" 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  :— "  It  is  evidence  of  a  general  system  c 
applying  the  money  coming  out  of  Walker's  Gift  for  the  pmpose  c 
influencing  voters.    It  is  clearly  evidence." 

Mr.  Giffard :— "  It  would  clearly  be  e\ddence  if  the  partknlir 
had  been  given." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin :— "You  do  not  want  any  particulars  fortk 
If  the  order  for  particulars  is  the  common  one,  it  is  the  particota 
of  persons  bribed,  which  means  persons  bribed  at  the  election,'' 

The  order  was  read  ;  it  was  as  follows  : — 

"  Upon  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  I  do  order  that  the  Prf 
tioners  shall,  three  days  before  the  time  appointed  for  trial,  letf 
with  the  Master,  and  also  give  the  Respondents,  or  their  agen1 
particulars  in  ^Titing  of  all  persons,  with  numbere  on  r^iste 
alleged  to  have  been  bribed,  of  all  persons  alleged  to  have  bee 
treated,  of  all  persons  alleged  to  have  been  intimidated,  of  all  pe 
sons  alleged  to  have  been  conveyed  to  the  poll  or  their  expen* 
paid,  and  that  no  evidence  shall  be  given  by  the  JPetitioners  of  ar 
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Ejection  not  specified  in  such  particulars,  except  by  leave  of  a 
Judge  upon  such  terms,  if  any,  as  to  amendment,  postponement,  or 
payment  of  costs  as  may  be  ordered  ;  and  I  further  order  that  the 
Petitioners  shall,  within  four  days  from  this  day,  leave  with  the 
tfaster,  and  give  the  Respondents,  particulars  in  writing  of  the 
lature  of  the  corrupt  or  illegal  practices  charged  in  general  terms 
B  the  petition,  otherwise  the  Petitioners  shall  be  restricted  to  the 
iarges,  the  nature  of  which  is  specified  in  the  petition;  and 
n  the  event  of  such  particulars  of  the  nature  of  the  corrupt  or 
llegal  practices  in  the  petition  alleged  in  general  terms,  being 
jiven,  the  Petitioners  shall  three  days  before  the  day  appointed  for 
^  leave  with  the  Master,  and  give  the  Respondent  particulars  of 
ihe  person  or  persons  alleged  to  have  been  aflfected  thereby,  sub- 
ject to  the  same  consideration  as  above  provided  in  cases  of  bribery, 
w  other  specified  charges." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  This  man  is  not  a  person  who  is  alleged 

la  be  bribed  at  the  last  election,  or  to  have  received  anything  for 

it  It  is  for  the  purpose  of  hearing,  as  was  done  in  the  Salford 

case,  the  general  conduct  at  the  election,  and  for  the  purpose  of 

thereby  affording  evidence  which  may  bear  upon  what  was  the 

general  quality  of  the  act  which  was  done  afterwards  which  may 

iffect  the  election.     It  is  like  the  hiring  of  cabs,  like  the  hiring 

of  roughs,  like  the  hiring  of  public-houses,  and  having  people  there 

treating  them.  It  is  clearly  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  purpose 

of  showing  what  possibly  may  be  the  quality  of  acts  which  do 

immediately  affect  the  election.  There  is  nothing  in  this  to  confine 

ih^  evidence  in  the  case' simply  to  what  has  been  done  with  respect 

tobribing  any  particular  man ;  but  the  Petitioners  may  give  general 

evidence  bearing  upon  the  case,  showing  the  real  nature  of  the 

tJMisaction  here." 

Mr.  Qiffard  suggested  that  the  last  branch  of  the  order  pointed 

out  that  the  Petitioner  must,  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  give  this 

evidence,  have  given  particulars  specifying  those  individual  acts  and 

Renames  of  the  persons  whom  he  alleges  to  be  corruptly  influenced. 

Hr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  I  do  not  think  that  is  at  all  necessary." 

• 

^witness  was  examined  for  the  Petitioners^  to  prove  that  he  FaTmentfox' 
^vtt  a  freeman  and  voter,  and  that  in  1867  money  had  been  frbemena  jear 
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before  an  eioc-  supplied  to  him  by  the  Respondents'  agent,  Wrighitt,  in  ordei 
^^^  enable  him  to  take  up  his  freedom. 

17  &  18  Vict.        Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  his  impression  was  that  this  would 
**     "^  "*     *    do.    Bribery  to  aflFect  the  seat  must,  in  his  judgment,  be  at 
election. 

Serjeant  Sargood,  for  the  Petitioners,  quoted  "Rogers 
Elections,"  (1865  ed.),  p.  323.  "  Payments  for  admission  of  i 
men  and  of  rates  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  voter  to 
registered,  which  have  always  been  regarded  with  suspicion, 
now  be  strictly  within  the  statute  " — (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102). 

Mr.  Baron  Martik  said  that  which  vacates  the  seat  is 
operation  of  ,17  &  18  Vict,  c,  102,  which  provides  for  the 
where   the  candidate    should    be  "guilty    of   bribery  at 
election."      He  thought  it  would  be  impossible  to  carry 
back  to  1867,  when  an  immediate  election  was  not  in  con 
plation. 

The  passage  in  "  Rogers  on  Elections"  being  again  referred 

Mr.  Oiffardy  for  the  Respondent,  said  he  thought  it  referred 
to  the  payment  of  rates,  and 

Baron  Mabtix  concurred  in  that  opinion. 

Witness  not  in       Upon  a  witness,  Thomas  DuffiU,  being  called  by  Serjeant 

culars  may  be    good,  for  the  Petitioners, 

bribfry?^™^^       Serjeant  Ballantine,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  that 

Seat  how  name  was  not  in  the  particulars. 

»udb*e^dencc.        Serjeant  Sargood  said : — "  He    and  others  who  are  in 

particulars  are  prepared  to  be  caUed  and  depose  to  a  certain 
of  facts  which  happened  at  the  municipal  election.     I  do  not ; 
Duffill's  case  as  one  of  individual  bribery,  but  I  call  him  to 
general  evidence  of  that  day  to  corroborate  others.    I  take 
first  merely  for  convenience." 

Serjeant  Ballantine: — "I  take  it  for  granted  that  the 
value  of  this  evidence  is  to  show  that  a  bribe  was  given." 

Mr,  Baron  MARTIN: — "As  I  understand,  Serjeant  Sargo 
going  to  prove  the  bribes  given  to  others  who  are  in 
particulars.  If  this  case  was  to  govern  the  whole  concern, 
the  election  depended  upon  it,  inasmuch  as  the  man's  nai 
not  in  the  particulars,  a  bribe  given  to  him^  assuming  that 
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was  one,  could  not  affect  it,  but  he  is  competent  to  be  a  witness  to 
prove  a  bribe  given  to  others,  or  indeed,  to  himself,  but  it  could  not 
affect  the  seat  if  it  depended  upon  him  alone.  As  I  understand, 
Serjeant  Saigood  intends  to  prove  that  this  man  accompanied 
some  others,  whose  names  are  in  the  particulars,  and  he  in  com- 
pany with  them  received  a  bribe.  The  particular  is  not  to  limit 
the  witnesses  who  are  called,  but  merely  to  limit  the  acts  which 
are  reUed  upon  for  the  purpose  of  unseating  the  Bespondent." 

A  witness,  Richard  Norfolk,  called  by  Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Indemnity  of 
Bespondent,  asked  before  giving  his  evidence  whether  he  was  vict.**a'29 
required  to  answer  all  questions  put  to  him.  ^'  ^- 

Mr.  Baron  Mabtin  said :— "  The  statute  (26  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  7) 
provides  that '  no  person  who  is  caUed  as  a  witness  in  a  case  like 
this  shall  be  excused  firom  answering  any  question  relating  to  any 
corrupt  practice  at  or  connected  with  any  election  forming  the 
subject  of  the  inquiry  on  the  ground  that  the  answer  thereto  may 
tend  to  criminate  himself;'  and  therefore  you  cannot  refuse  to 
uswer  any  question  relating  to  a  corrupt  practice  connected  with 
the  borough  election  in  this  place ;  then  it  is  provided  that '  where 
&  witness  shall  answer  every  question  relating  to  the  matter  as  to 
which  he  shall  be  required  to  answer,  and  the  answers  to  which 
may  criminate  or  tend  to  criminate  him,  he  shall  be  entitled  to 
leceive'  (now  it  will  be  from  the  Judge)  'a  certificate  stating  that 
the  witness  was  upon  his  examination  required  by  the  Judge  to 
ttswer  questions  relating  to  the  mattei-s  aforesaid ;  and  if  in 
consequence  of  the  answers  given  to  such  questions  any  infor- 
mation or  indictment  or  action  be  brought  against  him,  the 
certificate  of  the  Judge  will  protect  him.'  You  will  be  protected 
m  answering  questions  relating  to  the  borough  election." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  delivered  judgment,  declaring  the  Ee- 
^ndents  imseated,  and  the  election  void  at  common  law,  by 
'^toon  of  general  bribery  which  had  taken  place. 

As  to  the  effect  of  general  corruption  avoiding  an  election  at  Election  void 
eonanonlaw.hesaid:-  K"?"^ 

**  A  man  giving  a  vote  for  a  Member  of  Parliament  under  what  *^"^p^®'^ 
^  la.ir  deems  undue  influence  gives  no  vote  at  alL    This  is  the 
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common  law ;  it  depends  upon  no  statute,  and  it  is  a  consequence 
of  it  that  if  the  Judge  is  satisfied  that  the  votes  of  a  con- 
siderable number  of  persons  were  comipted  and  bribed,  however 
innocent  the  candidate  may  be,  and  though  himself  unconnedied 
with  corrupt  practices,  his  election  is  void  by  reason  of  the 
incapacity  of  the  voters  because  of  general  corruption  to  give 
valid  and  eflfective  votes." 

The  facts  are  these  : — ^The  Respondent  Sir  H.  Edwards  is  chtt^ 
man  of  a  company  called  the  Beverley  Waggon  Company  (limited). 
The  manager  is  Mr.  Norfolk.  Mr.  Wreghitt  has  been  the  agent  of 
the  Respondent  Edwards  for  the  last  twelve  years.  At  the  com- 
mencement of  that  time  the  Town  Council  was  a  mixed  constitu- 
tion, of  Conservatives  and  Libei*als.  Since  then  there  has  been 
bribery  in  every  municipal  election  where  a  contest  has  takoi 
place.  The  amount  spent  has  averaged  from  501.  to  70^.  a  year, 
and  upon  the  contested  elections  from  1302.  to  140{.  There  bu 
been  systematic  bribery  at  the  elections  of  the  Town  Council  for 
the  twelve  years  during  which  Wreghitt  has  acted  as  agent  h 
Respondent  Edwards.  That  bo^y  is  now  substantially  of  cm 
political  party,  and  is  wholly  in  the  hands  of  the  party  to  wliidi 
Mr.  Wreghitt  and  the  Respondents  belong. 

"  The  fi*eemen  of  this  town  have  a  large  quantity  of  land  ui 
which  they  are  entitled  to  rights  of  pasture.  Their  rights  «P 
regulated  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  the  effect  of  which  is  tha 
there  ate  to  be  annually  chosen  twelve  persons,  called  pastiire 
masters.  These  pasture-masters  employ  tradesmen  and  labourel 
to  a  considerable  amount.  The  annual  income  is  940Z.  From  tb 
time  Mr,  Wreghitt  has  acted  in  this  borough  bribery  has  bee 
made  use  of  at  every  election  of  these  pasture-masters,  and  tii 
effect  has  been  that  the  whole  of  them  ai'e  now  of  the  one  politici 
party.  They  formerly  were  six  and  six.  'fhesepasture-inastei^tindf 
the  will  of  one  Walker,  have  the  distribution  of  the  interest  of  1400 
railway  stock.  It  is  '  to  be  divided  amongst  such  poor  fi'eemen  < 
the  borough  or  their  widows  or  sons  tts  may  require  the  same,  l 
Reason  of  losses  that  they  may  have  sustained  by  the  death  of  tke 
horses  and  cattle,  to  euable  them  to  purchase  stock  or  carts  i 
necessary  things  of  a  like  nature  to  help  them  on  in  the  world 
and  it  is  declared  to  be  the  wish  and  intention  of  Walker  'th^ 
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nich  payments  and  assistance  should  be  made  in  such  substantial 
nuns  as  would  effect  the  object  that  he  had  in  view,  and  that  they 
ihoaid  not  be  given  in  any  smaller  amount,  so  as  to  embrace  a 
greater  number  of  objects.'  Last  year  the  gift^  instead  of  being 
listributed  in  considerable  sums,  was  distributed  in  a  number  of 
imall  sums.  It  extended  over  a  great  niunber  of  persons.  Thirty- 
three  of  them  had  votes,  and  of  those  twenty-six  voted  for  the 
Respondents  at  the  last  election.  If  this  were  all,  there  would  be 
in  this  borough  bribing  at  the  municipal  elections,  and  as  a  result 
of  such  avowed  and  open  corruption  the  whole  of  the  body  sub- 
stantially merged  in  one  political  party;  there  would  be  the 
pasture-masters  elected  in  the  same  way  by  bribery  and  comiptiou, 
Md  the  money  distributed  as  stated.    This  of  itself  would  be  a  ^ 

matter  that  would  tell  much  in  the  consideration  of  the  present 
qnestion.    But  that  is  not  all. 

"It  was  known  in  the  summer  that  the  general  election  would 
take  place  some  time  in  November.  The  municipal  election  was 
held  on  the  2nd  November,  and  the  other  was  imminent,  and  took 
place  a  fortnight  after. 

"Upon  the  Saturday  before  the  municipal  election  and  on  the 
Monday,  the  day  of  it,  Mr.  Norfolk  obtained  SOOl.  on  credit  from 
the  bank,  and  gave  it  for  the  purpose  of  being  distributed  in 
hribery  to  persons  named,  several  of  whom  accompanied  the 
Bespondents  on  their  canvass,  and  all  of  whom  were  active  sup* 
porters  of  Sir  H.  Edwards.  The  highest  sum  known  to  haVe  been 
^t  at  any  previous  municipal  election  for  the  purposes  of 
feibery  was  from  1201.  to  130^.,  but  upon  Monday,  November  2 
last,  a  fortnight  before  .the  Parliamentary  election,  SOOl.  were 
spent  in  bribery  by  these  merL  The  municipal  election  was 
decided  in  the  eai'ly  part  of  the  day.  After  that  was  done,  man 
^  man  was  bribed  with  sums  varying  from  IL  to  IBs.,  while 
the  ordinary  bribe  at  municipal  elections  did  not  exceed  5«.  Mr. 
Norfolk  proved  that  the  SOOl,  was  so  spent. 

*  Nearly  1000  persons— at  least  800 — ^probably  of  a  low  class  of 
^  were  thus  bribed,  there  being  2600  voters  in  the  borough,  and 
ttfearly  the  same  persons  voting  for  the  mimicipal  and  the  borough 
elections.    Thus  on  the  Monday  fortnight  before  the  borough 

^on  SOOL  had  been  distributed  substantially  among  the  people 
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who  were  about  to  vote  at  it  by  members  of  the  Conservative 
party,  many  of  whom  accompanied  the  Respondents  in  their 
canvass.  Some  of  the  bribees  were  told  that  the  money  was  for 
the  double  event.  The  conclusion  I  come  to  is,  that  this  money 
was  expended  in  bribery  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  borough 
election  as  well  as  the  municipal,  and  that  it  was  to  such  an 
extent  as  to  be  general ;  and  that  by  the  common  law  an  election 
effected  by  such  means  was  vicious  from  the  oonmiencementj* 

^^^<**^-  Costs  will  follow  the  event 


r 


CASE  XXI. 

BOROUGH  OF  OLDHAM. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  Blackburn^  Mabch  16,  1869. 

Peiitwnen:  Messrs.  Cobbett  and  others. 
Bespondents:    Messrs.  Hibbert  and  Piatt. 
Ckmnaelfor  the  Petitioners:  Mr.  Bodwell, Q.C. ;  Mr.  Higgin,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Leresche. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Johnson  and  Wetherall. 
Caunsdfor  the  Respondents:  Mr.  Edwards  and  Mr.  HerschelL 

Agent :  Mr.  R.  H.  Wyatt 


Tece  petition  prayed  the  seat  on  a  scrutiny  for  Mr.  Cobbett  and 
Serjeant  Spinka 

Mr.  Rodwdl,  in  opening  the  Petitioners'  case,  stated  that  the 
numbers  poUed  by  the  respective  candidates  were — 

Hibbert,  ....    6140 

Piatt, 6122 

Cobbett,  .        .        .        .6116 

Spinks, 6084 

He  suggested  that  the  simplest  course  would  be  to  proceed  in  the 
first  instance  with  the  scrutiny  as  between  Cobbett  and  Piatt,  and 
ikat  when  they  had  placed  Cobbett  in  a  majority  over  Piatt, 
ftey  should  then  proceed  with  the  case  as  between  Spinks  and 
Hibbert. 
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Mr.  Justice  Blackbxjbn  assented  to  that  course  as  being  a  c 
venient  ona 

Mr.  Rodwell  then  stated  the  various  classes  of  objectioiis 
votes  which  he  proposed  to  bring  forward,  and  the  scrutiny 
commenced. 


Mimomer. 


Penaonatioiu 


In  the  course  of  the  case, 

It  appeared  from  the  poll-book  that  a  certain  house  was  sU 
to  be  occupied  by  William  Brown.  In  reality  it  was  oocupiec 
Thomas  Brown,  but  he  was  seldom  at  home,  and  the  rent 
taxes  were  always  paid  by  his  wife.  He'  had  a  son  named  ^ 
Ham  Brown,  who  lived  with  him,  but  had  nothing  to  do  with 
taking  of  the  house,  and  was  in  no  way  responsible  for  the  r 
Thomas  Brown  finding  he  had  been  by  mistake  entered  on 
register  as  William,  voted  under  that  name  for  Hibbert  and  PI 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  this  was  no  case  of  personal 
but  merely  a  misnomer,-  and  the  vote  was  good. 

It  appeared  that  a  voter,  Joseph  Jackson,  who  lived  in  Di 
Lane,  and  who  was  described  in  the  register  as  of  Drury  L 
tendered  his  vote  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks,  and  was  told  that  tl 
was  but  one  Joseph  Jackson  in  Druiy  Lane,  and  that  he 
voted  already.  The  vote  thus  tendered  was  taken  down  a 
tendered  vote,  and  by  mistake  made  up  in  the  total  for  Cobl 
and  Spinks. 

It  appeared  that  besides  the  Joseph  Jackson,  who  was  on 
overseer's  list  as  of  Drury  Lane,  there  was  another  Joseph  Jadi 
on  the  list  of  claimants  claiming  for  Under  Lane.  This  Jos 
Jackson's  claim  had  been  disallowed  on  the  ground  of  insuflSc 
residence,  but  in  spite  of  that  he  had  voted  instead  of  his  na 
sake.  The  vote  which  he  had  thus  given  for  Hibbert  and  P 
was  struck  off,  and  the  other  vote  retained. 


Personation. 


It  appeared  that  there  were  two  William  Rothwells,  and  \ 
the  claim  of  one  had  been  disallowed  by  the  revising  banister ;  1 
one,  however,  had  voted  for  Hibbert  and  Piatt,  and  consequei 
the  vote  of  the  other,  when  tendered  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks, ' 
not  received. 
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He  vote  given  for  Hibbert  and  Piatt  was  struck  off,  aiid  the 
vote  tendered  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks  was  added  on. 

It  was  proved  that  Heniy  Horsfall  voted  for  Hibbert  and  Piatt  Misnomer, 
[liere  was  no  other  man  of  the  name  of  Horsfall  in  the  town.    He 
lad  not  sent  in  a  claim.    The  list  was  referred  to,  and  the  claim  of 
leniy  Horsfall  was  there  stated  to  have  been  disallowed,  and  that 
f  William  Horsfall  admitted.    Held  a  misnomer,  and  the  vote 

€0d. 

There  appeared  on  the  register  the  following  name:  John  Where  two 
Voktencroft,  of  3,  Lion   Dam  Street.    Nature  of  qualification,  name.    Real 
^  Warwick  Street,  and  3,  Lion  Dam  Street    It  appeared  that  ^^[2ifi<»tion 
ohn  Wolstencrofb,  senior,  had  lived  at  3,  Lion  Dam  Street  for  votes, 
wenty  years,  and  always  paid  rent  and  rates  regularly.    Two 
aoQths  before  the  election  his  son  John  Wolstencrofb,  junior,  came 
olive  with  him.    The  son  had  previously  Hved  at  58,  Warwick 
Street,  but  he  gave  up  that  house  on  coming  to  live  with  his 
ather.    John  Wolstencrofb,  senior,  had  been  objected  to  before 
ihe  Revising  Barrister,  but  the  objection  had  been  withdrawn. 
Fob  Wolstencrofb^  junior,  voted  early  for  Hibbert  and  Piatt ;  when 
laha  Wolstencroft,  senior,  went  and  tendered  his  vote  for  Cobbett 
lod  Spinks,  he  was  told  that  some  one  had  voted  m  his  name 
before. 

Held,  that  the  father's  vote  should  stand,  and  the  son's  vote  be 
struck  oft 

It  appeared  that  a  person,  whose  real  name  was  Bradshaw,  had  Vote  not 
been  entered  on  the  register  as  William  Mills  ;  he  appeared  in  the  ^*^i^^ 
^^te-books  for  '67  and  '68  as  William  Mills,  but  in  the  rate-book  entered  in  a 
of '69  he  appeared  imder  his  own  name  of  Bradshaw.  if  identity 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  :— "  If  the  person  on  the  register  was  ««**^^^®*^- 
ttfled  by  a  wrong  name,  that  does  not  vitiate  the  vote.    It  cer- 
^y  creates  a  little  difficulty  in  the  identity,  but  it  does  not 
•lUMil  the  vote  if  he  was  the  occupier  of  the  premises,  and  the  man 
^  was  intended  to  be  described."    Vote  held  good. 

WiUiam  Warburton,  described  on  the  register  as  of  29,  Moorhey  Miadescrip- 

tion; 
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altered  name 
of  street. 


Street,  proved  that  he  lived  at  29,  Gartside  Street,  and  ha 
in  the  same  house  for  five  years.  The  house  had  formerly 
with  some  others,  been  called  Pleasant  View :  and  Warburt 
rated  on  the  rate-book  for  Pleasant  View.  It  was  prove 
Pleasant  View  was  in  Moorhey  Street,  but  that  in  Nov 
1868,  the  name  was  altered  to  (Jartside  Street 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  this  was  a  mere  case  c 
description ;  the  material  question  in  these  cases  was  not  i» 
the  description  was  strictly  accurate  or  not,  but  whether  th 
was  the  man  who  was  intended  to  be  on  the  register. 

There  appeared  in  the  poll-book  two  Robert  Lees,  boti 
bered  892 ;  one  stated  that  he  voted  for  Cobbett  and  Spin 

"  Se"r^  *b®  0*^®^  f^^  Hibbert  and  Piatt.     It  turned  out  that  one 

^^^  have  been  numbered  893. 

^ '  '  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  it  appeared  that  there  had 

clerical  error,  and  ruled  that  both  votes  should  stand. 


Judge  will 
ooRect  a 
clerical  error 


What  objec- 
tioiis  must  be 
raiaed  before 
reTiimg 
barrister. 


Upon  Mr.  BodweU  proposing  to  object  to  voters  on  the 
that  they  did  not  occupy  the  premises  in  respect  of  whic 
voted,  but  that  other  persons  occupied,  were  rated  for,  a 
voted  in  respect  of  these  premises, 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  asked: — "In  what  respect  do< 
differ  from  personation?" 

Mr.  RodweU: — "It  is  not  where  one  man  is  persona 
another,  but  where  it  appears  on  the  register  that  two  pers 
registered  in  respect  of  one  and  the  same  house.  I  pro 
show  that  the  person  objected  to  haa  left  the  place  for  ye 
years,  and  that  there  was  no  pretence  whatever  for  his  b 
the  register." 

Mr.  Justice  BLACKBURN: — "How  can  you  enter  upoi 
unless  there  has  been  an  express  decision  of  the  Revising  Ba 
My  present  impression  is,  that  if  a  man  has  got  on  to  the  lii 
out  any  objection  being  raised  before  the  Revising  Barr 
cannot  interfere  if  he  is  the  person  who  is  meant  to  be  de 
on  the  register.  The  only  inquiry  I  can  make  is  this:  ' 
man  who  voted  the  same  man  who  is  described  on  the  re^ 
and  if  he  is,  I  cannot  go  further  into  the  matter.     If  then 
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nch  a  man.  that  is  a  different  thing.  Is  the  voter  to  whom  you 
»bject  the  person  described  on  the  register  ?  If  he  is  I  cannot  go 
my  further  into  the  case.  If  you  can  shew  that  he  is  not,  then 
ie  vote  will  be  bad." 

It  appeared  that  one  Firth,  whose  name  was  on  the  register,  had  if  yoter 
been  objected  to  before  the  Revising  Barrister.  It  was  proved  that  at  df^fore 
the  objection  then  taken  was  as  to  the  spelling  of  his  name,  but  it  ^®  Barrirtcr, 

•*  ,  any  other 

vas  not  proved  that  he  had  been  objected  to  on  any  other  ground,  objection  may 

be  tftjf  AH  Afl  to 

It  was,  however,  sought  now  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioners  to  take  his  vote  before 
aa  objection  to  him  on  the  ground  that  he  had  no  suflScient  quali-  ^if  ®^^ 
ficaiion  as  occupier.  (5)  17. 

Mr.  Herachdlt  for  the  Respondents,  submitted  that  there  had 
not  been  an  express  decision  of  the  Barrister,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  s.  98,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  qualifi- 
cation as  occupier,  and  that  therefore  that  objection  could  not  now 
begone  into;  the  only  objection  that  could  be  gone  into  was  that 
taken  before  the  Barrister. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn: — "  I  am  afraid  I  do  not  see  my  way 
to  refuse  to  enter  into  the  general  question  of  his  right  to  vote. 
It  would  have  been  more  convenient  if  the  legislature  had  ex- 
pressly enacted  that  we  should  only  enter  into  points  expressly 
nuaed  before  the  Barrister,  but  the  question  is  whether  really  on 
the  words  of  the  Act  it  amounts  to  that.  The  point  is  one  well 
fitted  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas." 

The  vote  of  John  Wild  of  Besom  hill  was  objected  to.  It  ap-  MiBtakea  as  to 
peared  that  there  were  two  John  Wilds,  one  living  at  Besom  hill,  H^dSj!^ 
ttd  another  at  Sholver  fold.  to  ^'0™  re- 

_-_,  ,        .  vising  barrister 

Wild  of  Sholver  fold,  who  had  paid  his  rates,  went  to  vote,  when  cannot  be 
be  found  that  the  other  had  voted  for  his  qualification.  entertame  . 

Wild  of  Besom  hill  had  not  paid  his  rates,  but  upon  Wild  of 
Sholver  fold  paying  his  rates  they  were  by  mistake  put  down  to 
the  name  of  Wild  of  Besom  hill  instead  of  to  his,  so  that  on  the 
J^te-book  it  appeared  that  Wild  of  Besom  hill  had  paid  his  rates. 
The  Besom  hill  Wild  had  thus  got  the  credit  of  the  rates 
Pttd  by  the  Sholver  fold  Wild,  and  the  Besom  hill  Wild  was 
thug  quaUfied  to  vote  and  voted,  whilst  the  Sholver  fold  Wild 
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could  not,  owing  to  his  not  being  on  the  register,  having  appa- 
rently failed  to  pay  his  rates. 

On  Mr.  Rod/wdl  proposing  to  give  proof  of  this, 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  this  mistake  ought  to  \am 
been  proved  before  the  Revising  Barrister,  and  that  it  could  do( 
now  be  entertained. 
The  vote  was  retained. 


Vote  of  voter 
ttrack  off  by 
mistake  of 
BeTinng  Bar- 
rister will  be 
counted  if 
tendered. 


It  appeared  that  Earnest  Ogden  had  gone  before  the  Berising 
Barrister  to  support  his  vote,  but  that  it  had  been  struck  off  for  no 
apparent  reason,  he  being  in  every  way  qualified  to  vote.  He  111 
tendered  his  vote  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks,  but  it  had  not  been 
counted. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  he  should  infer  that  the  dedm 
in  striking  ofifthe  name  was  clearly  an  error;  he  should  therefore 
hold  this  to  be  a  good  vote  for  the  Petitioners. 


Service  of 
notice  of 
objection, 
necessary. 


It  appeared  that  a  voter  Lees  had  never  been  served  with  notice 
of  objection,  but  had  been  struck  off  the  list  by  the  Revising  Ba^ 
rister;  he  had  tendered  his  vote  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks,  but  i) 
had  not  been  counted. 

Held  that  the  vote  must  be  counted. 


If  Yoter  after 
notice  of  objec- 
tion receives 
notice  of  with- 
drawal of  objec- 
tion, validity 
of  vote  cannot 
be  gone  into 
before  election 
judge. 


It  appeared  that  James   Hestor    had    been    served  wiA 
notice  of  objection  to  his  vote  before  the  Revising  Barristei 
he   had    afterwards    received    a    notice    of   withdrawal    of  tl 
objection.     Upon  the  Petitioners  seeking  to  go  into  the  validil 
of  his  vote, 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  he  must  refuse  to  entertain  this  o1 
jection,  as  it  was  not  a  case  of  express  decision  of  the  Barrister. 


If  name  is 
twice  entered, 
though  diffe- 
rently spelt, 
and  a  vote 
given  for  each 
entry,  one  vote 
must  be 
gtruck  ofL 

(8)  108. 


The  name  of  John  Jinks,  14,  Charlotte  Street,  appeared  twi< 
in  the  register,  once  spelt  with  a  J  and  once  with  G.  It  w^ 
proved  that  only  one  John  Jinks  existed,  and  that  he  spelt  b 
name  with  a  J.  A  vote,  however,  had  been  given  for  each  Sot 
Jinks. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  ruled  that  the  vote  given  in  the  naU 
of  Ginks  spelt  with  a  G  must  be  struck  ofiF. 
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It  appeared  that  a  voter,  Bichard  Harper,  had  been'objected  to  SeinbU,  tli&t 
before  the  Revising  Barrister,  but  had  not  appeared  at  all.     Con-  ^^^^^ 
aequently  his  name  was  struck  ofiF  the  list.    He  had  tendered  his  B«7»»i»K  P*^' 

^         ''  nster,  and 

Tote  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks,  but  it  had  not  been  counted.  being  thew- 

Mr.  Edwards,  for  the  Bespondents,  submitted  that  if  a  person  upon  objection, 

was  objected  to  he  was  bound  to  appear  and  support  his  vote,  and  decLrira^^Sin 

that  being  struck  off  for  non-appearance  did  not  amount  to  an  ^  *  7  Vi^. 

"  express  decision"  of  the  Bevising  Barrister  within  the  meaning 

ofthe6&7Vict.  c.  18,  a  98. 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  ruled  that  the  vote  should  be  added, 

bat  he  would  reserve  the  point  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

The  vote  of  Balph  Houlgrave  had  been  objected  to  on  the  ground  Vote  wiU  be 
that  he  had  not  been  an  occupier  twelve  months  before  the  revision,  primdfacie 

It  appeared  that  Houlgrave  had  sworn  before  the  Bevising  J^den(»°u  not 
Barrister  that  he  had  been  married  twelve  months,  and  had  occu-  abutted, 
jied  30,  York  Street,  for  those  twelve  months  ;  but  the  witnesses 
who  were  now  called  for  the  Petitioner  swore  that  in  reality  he 
had  only  occupied  the  house  eleven  months.    Houlgrave  himself 
not  appear. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — ^*'This  is  a  primd  fade  case  that  he 
was  not  an  occupier  resident  for  twelve  months,  and  the  onus  of 
proof  now  i*ests  upon  the  Bespondents." 

No  refutation  being  forthcoming,  the  vote  Was  struck  off. 

It  appeared  that  William  Owen  had  been  resident  in  the  Residence  after 
horough  until  shortly  before  the  election ;  his  qualification  was  a  y^^enfran- 
house  under  101.;  consequently  he  had  been  put  upon  the  register  cbiwjd  by  so  & 

fi  •/•i-TfciA  \ict.  c.  102. 

w  the  first  time  under  the  Bepresentation  of  the  People  Act, 
1887:  he  had  voted  for  the  Bespondents. 

Mr.  Edwards  submitted  that  under  the  new  franchise  residence 
•fterthe  time  of  registration  was  not  necessary.  If  a  person  was 
<^we  properly  on  the  register  ho  was  entitled  to  vote  at  the  next 
election  whether  or  not  he  was  residing  in  the  borough  at  the  time 
of  the  election. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  however,  ruled  that  the  provision  of  the 
*°^^  Act,  6  Vict,  a  18,  as  to  residence  was  continued  in  the 
^^  Act,  and  therefore  that  this  vote  must  be  struck  off. 

M  2 
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Change  of  It  appeared  that  Daniel  Wild  had  lived  during  the  first  part 

marnSee  *^^  ^^^  ending  in  the  previous  July  in  Lees  Boad.  In  Febms 
must  be  paid,    he  had  moved  to  another  house  in  the  town;  he  bad  paid  the  whc 

Notice  of  rates  .  .  •  j  i 

in  azrear.  of  his  rates  for  his  house  in  Lees  Boad,  but  had  not  as  yet  paid  Ii 
rates  for  his  new  house. 

Mr.  Herschell  referred  to  Boodle  v.  Fletcher,  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  II 
in  support  of  the  vote. 

The  vote  was  held  good. 

Another  voter,  Daniel  Cooper,  had  changed  his  residence  in  i 
similar  way  in  the  November  previous  to  the  registration,  an 
although  he  had  paid  all  the  rates  due  from  him  in  respect  of  hii 
new  residence,  he  had  not  paid  in  respect  of  his  former  residence  i 
rate  made  in  the  October  before  he  lefD. 

Mr.  HerscheU,  for  the  Respondents,  submitted  that  by  sedioi 
28  of  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act,  1867,  notice  of  latoi 
in  arrear  should  be  given  by  the  overseer  to  the  voter. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  But  this  is  an  October  rate ;  and 
the  section  only  deals  with  the  rate  due  in  January." 

Mr.  Herschell  submitted  that  the  same  rule  should  be  taken  to 
apply  to  both  rates. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  ruled  otherwise. 

The  vote  was  struck  off. 

Oocanonally  It  appeared  that  John  Baxter  kept  a  public-house  in  the  town 

boJ^not**  l>^^  ^^  ^^  ^  house  in  the  country  where  he  usually  dept 
miffiaentreei-  Occasionally,  however,  he  slept  at  his  public-house,  and  there  ^ 
▼0*0.  a  bed  kept  there  for  him ;  he  had  voted  for  the  Respondenta 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  the  vote  must  be  struck  of 
in  accordance  with  the  last  decision  on  the  point  in  the  Court  < 
Queen's  Bench,  where  it  was  held  that  a  man's  residence  tr^ 
where  he  habitually  slept.* 

Bfisidenoe  of         The  vote  of  one  Radcliffe  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  tk 

Toter  partly  , 

within  the        he  did  not  reside  within  the  statutory  seven  miles.     A  survej 

seren  mike       stated  that  he  had  measured  the  distance  from  the  boundaiy 

S^^i^SS^  the  borough  to  Radcliffe's  house,  and  found  that  the  centre  of  t 

house,  which  was  a  very  large  one,  was  not  within  the  sev 

♦  R  r.  Overseers  of  Norwood,  L.  R  2  Q.  R  467. 
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lies,  but  the  outside  of  the  house  on  the  side  nearest  the  semble,Yoi» 
orough  was  20  feet  within  the  seven  miles.     The  outside  farthest  ^*^- 
lom  the  borough  was  30  or  40  feet  beyond  the  seven  miles. 

Eadcliffie  proved  that  he  slept  in  a  room  about  the  centre 
of  the  house,  but  that  his  rooms  for  entertainment  were  on  the 

aide  of  the  house  nearest  to  the  borough  and  clearly  within  the 

boundary. 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  reserved  his  decision  in  the  case  until 

the  event  of  its  becoming  material,  the  vote  in  the  meantime 

being  considered  good. 

With  regard  to  striking  ofif  the  votes  of  minors,  aliens,  and  women,  Minora  and 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  held  that  infants  and  aliens,  being  men  ^*Xu^k^ 
subject  to  a  legal  incapacity,  could  not  be  struck  oflF  unless   an  i^nicsg  objected 
objection  to   them  had  been  first   taken    before    the   Revising  ing  Barrister ; 
Barrister;   but  that  women,  not  being  men   at   all,  were   in   a  ,,^!^',J^^'^^^ 
different  position ;  their  votes,  therefore,  might  be  struck  ofif,  but 
that  if  it  come  to  a  question  of  one  vote,  he  would  reserve  this 
point  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

In  the  case  of  some  voters  who  had  received  parochial  relief  Receipt  of 
after  the  time  of  the  registration,  Mr.  Herschell  contended  that  Ster  Juiysi 
such  a  receipt  would  not  be  an  objection  to  their  votes.  ^^^.  *^ 

*^  ,    •*  registration. 

Mr.  Rodwdl  contended  that  it  would. 

Hr.  Justice  BLACKBURN  said  he  had  almost  taken  it  for  granted 
that  parochial  relief  after  July  31  annulled  the  vote.  If  any 
decision  could  be  cited  to  the  contrary,  he  would  reserve  the 
question ;  otherwise  he  would  hold  such  votes  bad.  The  nearer 
the  time  of  receiving  relief  was  to  the  time  of  the  election  the 
*^ronger  was  the  disqualification.    The  votes  were  struck  ofif. 

The  vote  of  William  Shaughncssy  was  objected  to  on  the  Parochial  relief 
ground  that  he  had  received  relief  two  days  after  the  election  SLtion  d^ 

was  over,  ^^^t  yitiato 

%f  vote. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  The  vote  which  was  on  the  17th  (5)  127. 
would  not  be  vitiated  by  relief  received  on  the  19th." 

It  appeared  that  parochial  relief  had  been  received  by  the  Parochial  relief 

giren  to 
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parestii  of 
Toier  doeH  not 
Titute  Toto. 

(5)  132. 


mother  of  one  Scholfield,  and  by  the  father  ot  one  Ml 
They  were  both  voters  who  had  voted. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  relief  given  to  parei 
not  the  same  as  relief  given  to  wife  or  children,  and  that  i 
not  vitiate  their  votes. 


Medical  relief. 

Effect  of  ou 
vote. 


It  appeared  that  medical  relief  had  been  ordered  by  the 
iug  officer  for  the  child  of  a  voter,  Thomas  Mannock. 

Mr.  Edwards,  for  the  Respondents,  submitted  that  this  • 
•  such  a  receipt  of  alms  as  would  disqualify  a  man  from  votii 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  It  is  of  just  as  much  exp 
the  parish  as  any  other  sort  of  relief.  The  vote  most  b( 
off." 


Deaf  fUid  <  In  nib 
<:hiM  of  Vfiti»r 
lunittiuiiied  by 
{Mtriiih  ni  ilciif 
find  (liinii) 
Htrhool  ibM?H  not 
iuvuliibitovuto. 

(6)  164. 


It  appeared  that  the  child  of  a  voter,  Smithys,  was  d 
dumb.  It  was  maintamed  at  a  deaf  and  dumb  school  a 
choHter  out  of  the  funds  of  the  guardians  of  the  imion  i 
purpose.  It  had  been  at  the  school  for  five  or  six  years.  S 
had  voted  for  the  Respondents. 

Mr.  Kdiviirds,  for  the  Respondents,  submitted  that  relie 
to  a  deaf,  dumb,  or  blind  chUd  of  a  voter  was  excepted  fr 
ordinary  rule. 

The  vote  was  retained. 


Mcilical  relief 
onlereil  by  tho 
pt>Iioc  autliori- 
tics,  and  \«x\k\ 
for  by  tho 
county,  tbH?>* 
not  invalidate 
vote. 

^5)  165. 


It  appeared  that  a  voter,  Madden,  had  been  attended  gra 
doctor  in  consequence  of  an  assault  committed  on  him  by  t 
who  were  tried  and  competed  for  the  offence.  The  doc 
paid  by  the  county. 

Mr.  Justice  BlacKBCRN  said  that  this  was  not  parish  rel 
police  relief  given  by  those  who  conducted  the  prosecutioi 
vote  was  therefore  crootl. 


ttelief  of 
grantlchild  of 
Totcr  docs  not 
in^'alidutcTote. 


The  vote  of  Samuel  Kirk  was  objected  to  on  the  groui 
parochial  relief  had  been  given  to  his  grandchild,  who  Uve 
him. 

Mr.  Justice  Bl-VCKBURN  said  that  as  there  was  no  inteipi 
clause  to  the  statute  (5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76),  he  should  hold  tiu 
did  not  include  grandchild.     The  vote  was  held  good. 
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red  that  a  voter,  Whatmough,  had  had  a  coffin  supplied  Providing 
the  parish  to  bury  one  of  his  children  in.     He  had  chial  relief, 
lobbett  and  Spinks. 

fgiUf  in  support  of  the  vote,  called  attention  to  the 
he  Poor-Law  Board  as  to  giving  a  coffin  to  a  person 
)ury  a  corpse. 

tice  Blackburn  held  that  it  was  clearly  a  form  of 
elief,  and  the  vote  was  stnick  off 

red  that  a  voter,  Joshua  Smith,  had  an  order  given  him  Loan  by  rellev- 
onth  before  the  election  by  the  relieving  officer  for  a  11^  hivaUdatT 
lues  to  bury  his  wife,  under  the  promise  that  he  would  J^^^  ^.^  ^ 
:  by  instalments  of  so  much  a  week.     It  had  all  been  c.  76,  s.  58. 
not  until  after  the  election.  <^)  ^^^• 

schell  submitted  that  by  4  &  -5  W.  4,  c.  76,  s.  68,  any  relief 
loan,  with  or  without  an  engagement  to  repay,  was  to  be 
as  a  loan. 

*>8che  cited  decisions  of  committees  against  that  view, 
ice  Blackburn  decided  not  to  strike  off  the  vote,  but 
3  point  to  be  reserved  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

Jed  that  James  Barnes  had  intended  to  vote  for  Cobbett  Vote  given 
but  in  consequence  of  John  Hadfield,  his  employer's  Nation  muS^be 
to  him  that  if  he  did  so  he  must  stand  the  consequences  "track  off,  but 

*  vote  that  voter 

he  understood  that  he  would  be  dismissed  if  he  did  so),  ^puld  other- 
)r  Hibbert  and  Flatt.  given  may  not 

submitted  by  Mr.  Rodtuell  that  upon  this  evidence  a  !?v^^^* 
i  be  struck  off  from  Hibbert  and  one  added  for  Cobbett, 
the  vote  of  the  intimidator,  John  Hadfield,  should  be 

tice  Blackburn  said  that  a  vote  must  be  struck  off 
>ert,  but  that  he  could  not  order  a  vote  to  be  added 
tt     The  question  of  John  Hadfield's  vote  might  be 


tared  that  a  voter,  Dyson,  intended  to  vote  for  Cobbett  Vote  obtained 
A    On  the  polling-day  one  Lees  came  to  him  with  a  tion'ba^ 
lis  hand,  which  Lees  stated  came  from  Dyson's  master  ^^^^^^  *^'«** 
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can  be  carried 
out  or  not 

(6)  149. 


and  contained  these  words,  "  Those  who  don't  vote  the  way  their 
master  wishes  them  will  be  discharged."  Yielding  to  this,  Dyson 
went  and  voted  for  Hibbert  and  Piatt.  There  was  no  evidence  to 
show  that  the  note  was  genuine,  as  Dyson  did  not  see  it  himseli 

Mr.  Hei^scheU  submitted  that  if  intimidation  was  done  in  the 
name  of  a  person  without  his  knowledge  or  authority,  the  vote 
ought  not  to  be  invalidated. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  held  that  a  vote  obtained  by  intimids* 
tion  was  bad,  whether  the  person  using  the  threat  had  the  power 
to  carry  it  out  or  not.  If  a  man  held  a  pistol  at  another's  head, 
and  said  he  would  kill  him  if  he  did  not  give  up  his  money,  that 
would  be  intimidation,  although  the  pistol  was  not  loaded.  The 
question  was  whether  the  man's  vote  was  influenced  in  such  a 
manner  by  the  representation  made  to  him,  that  he  gave  it  under 
protest 

The  vote  was  struck  ofl",  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  refusing  to 
reserve  the  point. 


Payment  of  It  appeared  that  one  Foran,  a  labourer,  refused  to  go  up  and 

v^teJ  ^Stea'    v^^®  unless  he  got  paid  his  fare  and  his  day's  wages ;  whereopa 
^^^  one  Pardy  paid  him  5«.  for  his  day's  wages,  and  &.  6cZ.  for  his  fiire 

he  then  went  and  vot^d.     The  vote  was  struck  off. 


If  Yoter  states 
that  hia  vote 
has  been 
wrongly 
recorded  for 
Bespondents, 
onuB  on  Re- 
Hpondents  to 
show  that  there 
han  not  been  a 
mistake. 


Edmund  Mellor  said  that  he  had  voted  for  Cobbett,  but  it 
appeared  that  his  vote  had  been  recorded  for  Hibbert 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  Poll-clerks  arc  not  infallible.  There 
may  have  been  a  mistake,  and  it  is  now  for  the  Respondents  to 
show  that  there  has  not  been." 

On  their  failing  to  do  this,  the  vote  was  struck  off  from  Hibbert's 
numbers,  and  added  to  those  of  Cobbett. 


For  whom  It  appeared  that  Peter  Whittle  suffered  from  shortness  of  breath, 

p^n  «Ud  he       I^  answer  to  the  question  put  to  him  by  the  poll-clerk  as  to  whom 

^o^oH^rto '  ^®  ^^^^^  '^^'  ^^  ®^^^^  "  Spinks ; "  and  then  after  a  short  pause,  but 
be  detemined    without  turning  away,  he  added,  "  and  Cobbett."     The  vote  for 

Spinks  only  was  recorded. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  :—  "  It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  lie 

had  completed  rendering  his  vote,  and  the  question  is  whether 


by  the  judge. 
(5)  87. 
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mperfect  rendering  of  the  vote.     But  upon  the  evidence 
s,  I  do  not  see  why  I  should  not  add  the  vote." 
e  was  accordingly  added  for  Cobbett 

ired  that  James  Chatham,  in  answer  to  the  question  as  Mistake  may 

le  voted  for,  said  "  Piatt  and  Hibbert,"  but  he  immediately  before  voting 

himself,  and  said,  "  Hold !    for  Cobbett  and  Hibbeii."  «>"»Pl«*«^      ^ 

lerk;  however,  had  entered  it  for  Piatt  and  Hibbert,  and 

s  too  late. 

itice  Blackbukn  thought  that  the  voting  was  not  com- 

en  the  mistake  was  coiTected,  and  consequently  ordered 

be  added  to  Cobbett,  and  one  struck  off  from  Piatt. 

ared  that  James  Scholefield  (1)  tendered  his  vote  at  the  ^'«*«  «\!!!i,** 

^  '  wrong  booth. 

th  for  the  Respondents,  but  he  was  told  that  he  had 
)re.  James  Scholefield  (2)  had  tendered  his  vote  at  the 
,h  (which  was  not  the  right  one  for  him  to  vote  at)  for 
nd  Spinks,  and  it  had  been  recorded. 
wards,  for  the  Respondents,  said : — "  Both  the  Scholefields 
Jed  to  vote,  but  the  vote  recorded  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks 
ted  at  the  wrong  booth,  and  is  bad ;  that  for  the  Respon- 
tendered  at  the  right  booth,  and  is  good." 
>dwell,  in  support  of  the  vote  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks, 
to  the  Cambridge  case  (Wolferstan  and  Dew,  p.  55), 
was  held  that  a  vote  was  not  invalid  by  reason  of  its 
en  recorded  at  the  wrong  booth. 

Iwards,  however,  pointed  out  that  by  2  Will  4,  c.  45, 
0  boroughs,  no  person  should  be  admitted  to  vote  except 
oth  allotted  for  the  district  wherein  his  place  of  abode 

)dwell: — "The  prohibition  in  the  section  referred  to  is 
oU-clerk,  and  it  says  you  shall  not  do  such  and  such 
►ut  it  does  not  extend  to  the  voter.  If  the  poll-clerk  has 
ag,  the  voter  ought  not  to  suffer." 
stice  Blackburn  : — "  I  hardly  think  this  comes  imder 
)ridge  case.  It  simply  comes  to  this,  the  poll-clerk  should 
ised  the  vote,  and  the  voter  should  have  gone  to  the 
K)tL    It  is  not  at  all  an  intentional  mistake,  it  was  the 
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fault  of  the  voter  as  well  as  the  poU-derk.    I  shall  at  presei 
strike  off  the  vote  for  Cobbett  and  Spinks ;  but  should  this  oi 
vote  turn  the  scale,  I  will  reserve  the  pdlnt  for  the  Court 
Common  Pleas." 


%• 


Corrupt  pay-  It  appeared  that  one  Qrandridge,  on  being  asked  by  Micha 
ment  of  rates,  gjj^j^jj  whether  he  intended  to  pay  his  i-ates,  said  that  he  could  m 
afford  to  do  so.  Smith  then  asked  him  for  his  rate  paper,  an 
Grandridge  gave  it  to  Smith ;  shortly  afterwards  it  was  retume 
to  him  receipted  Smith,  when  called,  said  that  he  had  paid  thi 
rate  for  Qrandridge,  but  that  he  had  done  so  merely  as  a  friend,  ano 
because  Grandridge  had  said  he  was  anxious  to  get  on  the  registeTj 
but  that  he  could  not  afford  to  pay  the  rates  himself.  He  had 
never  said  anything  to  Grandiidge  about  how  he  should  vote  at 
the  next  election ;  but  he  believed  Grandridge  was  a  Liberal,  anc 
therefore  he  wished  to  get  him  on  the  register.  Grandridge  h^c 
voted  for  the  Respondents.    Upon  these  facts, 

Mr.  Edwards,  for  the  Respondents,  submitted  that  there  was  n^ 
evidence  that  this  rate  had  been  paid  corruptly  within  the  meaninf 
of  the  49th  section  of  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act,  1867. 
Mr.  Justice  BlacKBURN  said  : — "  I  do  not  think  I  can  conside 
this  case  is  brought  within  the  49th  section  of  the  Act  Tha 
section  says  that  'any  person  either  directly  or  indirectly  cor 
ruptly  paying  any  rate  on  behalf  of  any  ratepayer,  for  the  purpo» 
of  enabling  him  to  be  registered  as  a  voter,  and  thereby  to  in 
fluence  his  vote  at  any  future  election,  is  guilty  of  bribery,'  an* 
then  it  says  afterwards  that  the  man  for  whom  the  rate  Ls  paic 
if  it  is  paid  with  his  privity,  shall  also  be  guilty  of  bribery,  aa 
punishable  accordingly.  The  present  question  is  whether  or  not  th: 
payment  was  made  under  such  circumstances  as  to  make  both  payc 
and  payee  guilty  of  bribery.  If  the  Legislature  meant  the  clans 
to  apply  to  such  a  case  as  this,  it  would  no  doubt  be  a  questia 
afterwards  for  those  trying  the  case  as  a  criminal  offence  to  sa, 
whether  it  was  one  for  severe  punishment  But  in  a  case  whicl 
involved  the  criminality  of  one  or  more  persons,  I  must  conside 
that  I  am  construing  this  section  as  I  should  do  if  I  were  leavin 
the  question  for  a  jury  in  a  trial  of  these  persons  for  the  miadi 
meanor  of  bribery.    Now  I  do  not  entertain  any  doubt  that  bet 
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Michael  Smith  and  Orandridge  knew  that  the  rate  was  paid  in 
order  that  Grandridge  might  be  enabled  to  be  registered,  and  that 
they  both  knew  that  the  actuating  motive  in  Michael  Smith's 
mind  was  that  he  eiqpected  thereby  that  Grandridge's  vote  would 
be  given  for  his  own  party,  that  is,  for  the  Respondents.    It  is 
true  that  the  candidates  were  not  exactly  in  the  field,  but  it  was 
well  known  in  July  that  there  was  to  be  an  election  soon.    But 
then  this  difficulty  arises ;  the  Legislature  is  not  content  to  say,  as 
it  might  have  said,  that  a  person  paying  a  rate  for  another  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  be  registered,  shall  be  guilty  of 
bribery,  but  they  thought  it  necessary  to  guard   it  by  saying, 
'Provided  he  does  it  corruptly,  and  thereby  to  influence  the  vote 
*t  any  futuie  election.'    Now,  in  construing  an  Act  of  this  sort, 
where  the  word  *  corruptly '  is  used,  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  an 
*ct  is  done  with  the  intention  of  influencing  a  voter ;  that  is  a 
oorrapt  act.     *  Corruptly  *  means,  according  to  the  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, an  act  done  with  intention,  and   the   object  which  the 
Legislature  had  in  view  was  to  prevent  the  doing  of  any  acts  with 
*te  intention  of  influencing  voters  ;  and  if  I  thought  this  rate  was 
P^d  in  order  to  influence  Grandridge*s  vote  at  any  future  election, 
1  should  hold  that  that  act  was  corrupt.    Now,  what  does  'there- 
by influencing '  mean  ?    Is  it  where  a  man  pays  another's  rate  for 
^be  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  be  put  upon  the  register,  knowing 
^liat  if  the  payee  has  a  vote  he  will  give  it  for  the  particular  side 
on  which  his  (the  payer's)  sympathies  lie  ?    I  think  if  the  Legis- 
Wnre  had  taken  as  wide  a  view  as  that,  they  would  simply  have 
forbid  the  payment  of  rates.     It  appears  to  me  that  what  they 
^nst  have  had  in  view  was  to  forbid  the  payment  of  rates  where 
Qie  intention  was  to  dbtain  an  influence  over  the  voter ;  their 
object  was  analogous  to  that  which  induced  them  to  prohibit  the 
giving  of  meat  and  drink  to  voters  on  the  polling-day,  but  not  to 
jttohibit  giving  refreshment  for  those  who  were  engaged  in  the 
election.    What  they  prohibited  was  the  payment  of  any  rates  for 
the  purpose  of  acquiring  an  influence  over  the  voters.     Such  a 
case  might  arise,  for  example,  in  the  formation  of  a  society  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  rates  of  all  persons  who  were  unable  to  pay 
their  own  rates ;  and  if  it  should  be  proved  as  a  matter  of  fact  that . 
such  payments  were  made  fbr  the  purpose  of  acquiring  an  in' 
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fluence  over  voters,  I  do  not  know  bat  I  should  hold  the  ^ 
It  may  be  that  there  will  be  more  danger  in  the  case  of  i 
influence,  as  in  this  case,  than  in  the  action  of  a  society 
in  the  latter  case  the  proof  would  be  far  more  readily 
But  in  the  present  case  I  do  not  entertain  the  slightest  d 
the  object  in  paying  Orandridge's  rates  was  to  put  hi 
register,  and  the  motive  to  do  that  was  that  he  would  vol 
ing  to  what  was  known  to  be  his  own  views  in  politics, 
think  that  that  comes  necessarily  within  the  meaning  of  tl 
the  payment  had  been  made  in  such  a  way  as  to  make 
it  was  to  require  him  to  vote  a  particular  way,  or  to  gi\ 
of  complaint  against  him  if  he  voted  another  way,  I  ah 
that  the  payment  was  comipt.    But  the  contrary  has  bet 
It  is  difficult  to  consti*ue  a  new  statute,  but  if  any  o 
struction  were  to  be  put  upon  this  section,  it  would  be 
the  criminal  law,  and  making  a  man  criminally  liable  ii^  . 
ment  for  misdemeanor  for  matters  which  had  certainly 
before  indictable.     The  consequence  of  my  view  is,  that 
has  not  been  made  out  to  be  bad,  and  therefore  I  sustain 
Mr.  Rodwdl  applied  that  the  point  should  be  reserv 
Court  of  Common  Fleas,  but  the  Judge  refused. 

At  the  close  of  the  fifth  day  of  the  inquiry,  the  Petiti 
haviDg  brought  forward  190  cases,  had  succeeded  in  48,  whi 
Respondents,  having  brought  forward  72,  had  been  success 
42.  At  the  close  of  the  sixth  day,  the  Petitioners  had  i 
exhausted  the  original  lists  of  objections,  and  Messrs.  Plat 
Cobbett  were  still  upon  an  equality.  On  the  following  mo 
Mr.  Bodwell  stated  that  the  Petitioners  would  make  an  adn: 
with  reference  to  one  vote,  so  as  to  put  Piatt  in  a  majorit; 
would  withdraw  from  the  inquiry. 

^^****'  With  reference  to  costs,  Mr.  Rodwell  suggested  that  as  th 

the  first  case  of  a  scrutiny  under  the  new  procedure,  Mr.  J 
Blackburn  should  consult  with  the  other  election  Judges  1 
giving  his  decision. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  assented  to  this  course,  and  it  wa^ 
'sequently  decided  that  the  Petitioners  should  pay  the  co^ts  c 
whole  inquiry. 


CASE  XXII. 


BOEOUGH  OF  NORTHALLERTON. 


Before  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  April  12,  1869. 


Petitioner:  Mr.  J.  W.  Johns. 

Respondent:  Mr.  Hutton. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Serjeant  O'Brien  and  Mr.  Hugh  Shield. 

Agent :  Mr.  Trevor. 

Coujuel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  O'Malley,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Serjeant  Sleigh, 

Mr.  Trotter. 

Agent :  Mr.  Trotter. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  as  to  bribeiy,  &c., 
ttd  prayed  the  seat  on  a  scrutiny  for  the  Petitioner. 

The  charges  of  corruption  failed  altogether,  and  upon  the 
wutmy  the  Petitioner  failed  to  upset  the  Respondent's  majority. 
The  numbers  polled  were — 


Hutton 
Johns  . 


386 
372 


In  opening  the  Petitioner's  case, 

Serjeant  G'Bi'ien  said  he  should  prove  that  several  voters  had  Payment  of 
had  their  railway  fares  paid  by  the  Respondent  after  they  had  ^^laSfafter 
voted,  and  he  submitted  that  that  amounted  to  bribery.  p^^  without 

^  ,  •'        ^  previous  pro- 

Mr.  Justice  Willes    said: — "No    doubt  if  a  promise  were  miaenot 

bribery 

given  beforehand  that   the   fares  would   be  paid,  it   would   be 
bribery.    I  do  not  know,  however,  that  paying  afterwards  without 
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any  previous  promise  would  amount  to  bribery.    This  is  a  point, 
believe,  that  has  yet  to  be  decided." 


IniimidaiioD  to 
threaten  to 
give  up  pew 
in  dissenting 
chapel. 


Offer  of  bribe 
not  proved  by 
mere  general 
conversation  as 
to  Respondent's 
wealth  or 
liberality. 

(1)  149. 


For  what  pnr- 
pose  canvass 
books  most  be 
produced. 

(2)  115. 


In  the  course  of  the  case, 

Evidence  was  given  to  prove  that  two  persons  bad  threatened 
one  Stubbings,  a  Baptist  minister,  that  they  would  give  up  their 
pews  in  his  chapel  if  he,  Stubbings,  voted  as  he  wished  to  do. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES,  in  his  judgment,  said  as   to  this: — ^"ff 
agency  had  been  proved  I  should  have  held  it  to  be  a  case  of 
intimidation  mthin  the  5th  section  of  the  Corrupt  Braction 
Prevention  Act,  1854." 

In  the  course  of  the  scrutiny,  it  was  submitted  that  the  votei 
of  the  two  persons  who  had  threatened  Stubbings  ought  to  be  i 
struck  off. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  he  would  put  a  query  to  their  namei^ 
but  that  he  would  not  decide  the  question  until  it  became  necessaij 
to  do  so. 

Evidence  was  given  by  one  Ann  Mark,  the  wife  of  a  voter,  tlal 
an  agent  of  the  Bespondcnt  had  said  something  to  her  about 
getting  a  piece  of  land  and  a  cheap  house  under  the  Respondent^ 
though  it  did  not  appear  that  any  definite  promise  had  been  made, 
or  any  condition  proposed  as  to  her  husband's  vote. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said,  in  his  judgment,  as  to  this: — ^"One 
ought  to  be  sure  that  these  general  and  very .  often  exaggerated 
commendations  of  the  wealth,  and  the  liberality,  and  other  quali- 
ties of  the  candidate  have  not  been  constnied  or  tortured  by  the 
particular  witness  into  a  promise  of  some  special  benefit  to  himsett 
The  Judge  must  be  satisfied  that  the  conversation  out  of  which  a 
bribe  is  sought  to  bo  cxtraeted  really  had  a  special  character,  and 
that  it  was  not  a  mere  general  commendation  of  the  candidate  by 
his  agent  as  being  a  good  man  for  the  place." 

In  the  course  of  the  Kespondent's  case,  and  after  the  Respondent 
had  been  called  as  a  witness, 

Serjeant  O'Brien,  for  the  Petitioner,  asked  the  Respondent  to 
produce  his  canvass  book. 

Mr.  O'Malley,  for  the  Respondent,  objected. 
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ustice  WiLLES  ruled  thai  counsel  wei^  at  liberty  to  ask 

[^articular  entry  in  the  canvass  book. 

K>ok  was  handed  to  counsel,  knd  the  entry  asked  for  was 

out 

3  course  of  the  ^rutiny,  DiBtmction 

>eared  that  a  voter,  Francis  Barker,  who  had  voted  for  the  residence 
lent,  had  left  the  borough  before  the  la«t  day  of  July,  and  ^"^^X" 
3me  non-resident.    No  objection  had  been  taken  to  him  July  81, 
lie  Revising  BaiTister,  and  his  name  had  i*emained  on  the  essential. 

(3)U4, 

ustice  WiLLBS  said  that  if  he  had  gone  away  oh  August  1, 
would  have  clearly  been  struck  off,  but  the  question  arose 
the  distinction  between  non-residence  before  the  last  day 
and  non-residence  after  that  date  was  an  essential  one. 
mt  his  impression  was  against  there  being  such  a  distinc- 
it  if  it  became  necessary  to  decide  the  case,  he  would  hear 
for  the  Respondent  upon  the  point. 

peared  that  two  voters,  Thompson  and  Stephenson,  had  Vote  given  by 
to  pair,  and  not  to  vote.    Jiist  before  the  poll  closed,  promised  to 
on   having  been  informed  that  Stephenson  had  broken  S^th^*^oter 
nise,  and  voted  for  the  Petitioner,  went  into  the  poUi^gf-  «ood  iii  the     * 

'  ^  .  ,  ,        .  ,         abbenoe  of 

r  the  purpose  of  inquirmg  whether  it  was  true  or  not  that  fnnd. 
son  had  voted.  When  he  got  into  the  booth  he  was  imme-  ^^^  ^^^' 
isked  by  the  returning  officer,  "  Whom  do  you  vote  for  ? " 
on  answered,  "  For  Button ;  but  stop,"  he  added,  "  has 
son  voted?"  On  being  informed  by  one  of  the  check-derks 
had  not,  he  instantly  said  to  the  poll-clerk,  "  Then  mine  is 
The  poll-clerk,  however,  had  by  that  time  put  down 
on's  name  a^  voting  for  the  Respondent,  and  so  it  was 

ustice  WiLLES  remarked  that  this  case  appeared  to  be  the 
J  the  Abingdon  case.  He  then  asked  Thompson,  "You 
d  to  vote  for  Hutton,  if  you  did  vote  at  all  ?  " — A.  "  Yes ; 
what  I  said  to  Hutton,  'if  I  voted  at  all.'  Mr.  Hutton 
)o  you  go  against  me  ?'  I  said, ' On  no  account  whatever.' " 
Tustice  WiLLES  said  it  was  a  clear  vote  for  the  Respondent, 
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xtnless  it  was  defeated  by  the  5th  section  of  the  Comipt  Fkicdoel 
Prerention  Act^  1S54.  He  would  not  give  any  decisioQ  as  pwaai 
Subsiequeuily  he  abided  that  it  appeared  to  him  that  ThoD^Mi^ 
not  relying  on  whnt  ho  hsui  heard  outside,  had  gone  in  to  anb 
his  own  inquiries,  and  had  then  voted  before  nmViiig  inqniiia! 
At  the  samo  timo.  ho  thought  that  the  notion  of  Totos  puini 
with  each  othor  was  not  recognised  by  the  law,  and  that  it  vii  ij 
mere  honoumblo  ongagomeut  between  the  parties.  To  allow 
objection  like  tho  present,  in  the  absence  of  any  trick  fviinbffj 
practice  on  tho  votor.  would  be  extremely  inconvenient^  and  vobU; 
open  tho  di>i>r  to  a  largo  number  of  disputes.  If  Thompson 
been  proved  to  liavo  dolilx?rately  played  false,  it  woold  have  beet] 
different ;  but  as  ho  had  Ivhaved  honestly,  he  could  not  intofeRL 

Upon  Serjeant  ()'/Jr*V??,  for  the  Petitioner,  stating  that  he  |io- 
poseil  to  go  into  tho  class  of  cases  which  raised  the  question  ai  li 
opening  tho  n\sjistor. 

Mr.  Justice  WiU.KS  said  that  his  impression  was  thattb 
register  CiniKl  not  bo  openeii  when  the  Barrister  had  giyen  id 
express  decision,  ami  that  the  98th  section  of  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18^ 
was  condusivo  uihmi  that  point* 

Pzinter  de-  Sorjonnt  ()*iiriV>?  submittOil  that  the  votes  of  printers  who  hid 

(inciiienul  <^^  act  Oil  MM  niossougors  should  ho  struck  off,  as  being  voten  who 


to  pnnung  uoi  j^^^^j  ,^^,^.j^  jMuplovod  in  tlio  couduct  of  the  election. 

empJoymeut  in  * 

oondact  of  Ml*.  JuNtict^  Wii.i.t^^  said  that  might  be  so,  if  there  was  astipo- 

lation  tluit  i\  |HMNon  should  l>o  employed  as  a  messenger  as  weD  is 
a  printer.  Hut  it  would  not  apply  to  messages  incidental  to 
printing,  or  to  :uiy  vviluutary  acting  as  messenger  without  a 
stipulation. 


(3)206. 


Whatnf&cient       It  appoaroil  that  (.KH^rgo  Johnson,  farmer,  had  about  eighty  acres 

residence.         of  land  of  his  own  within  tho  statutorv  seven  miles.    Onthelarf 

•_  —  _  ^ 

was  a  house  for  which  ho  p\id  tho  rates  and  taxes,  and  of  vhiA 
he  was  tho  oxclusivo  oivupior.  but  he  allowed  his  sister  to  live  in 
the  house  as  his  guest.  Ho  slept  there  himself  only  occadonaHji 
and  on  those  occa^^ions  his  sister  attended  upon  him,  as  he  keptv<^ 
<:en'ants  of  his  own  in  tho  lionse,  but  his  bailiff  lived  in  a  part  of 
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house  separated  from  the  rest.    The  furniture  was,  with  very 
ing  exceptions,  all  his  own. 

T.  Justice  WiLLES  said  he  thought  this  was  a  slight  case  of 
lence,  but  a  real  and  sufl&cient  one  for  the  purpose. 

i  appeared  that  Thomas  Bilton  was  a  plate-layer,  and  worked  ^^^  sufficient 

he  railway  ;  he  had  a  house  in  the  borough,  where  his  wife  and  ^gj  ^qq 

jhter  always  lived,  but  he  himself  only  occasionally  came  and  (3)  177. 

t  at  home. 

[r.  Justice  WiLLES  said  the  vote  would  do  at  present,  because 

man's  wife  resided  in  the  borough. 

b  appeared  that  one  Marshall  had  a  house  within  the  borough,  What  anfficient 
ch  he  always  kept  up,  although  he  only  stayed  occasionally ;  Egtablishment 
£ept  there  two  servants  to  look  after  the  place,  and  he  often  always  kept 

up,  but  only 

wed  persons  to  stay  there  as  guests  of  his.     In  the  last  year  he  occasionally 
been  there   on   sixteen  diflferent    occasions.     He  had   also  votegood. 
ther  establishment  beyond  the  seven-mile  limit,  where  he  more  (3)  177. 
erally  resided.     He  had  voted  for  the  Respondent, 
^ote  held  good. 

Jpon  Serjeant  O^Brien,  for  the  Petitioners,  intimating  that  he  Parochial  relief 
I  about  to  go  into  the  cases  of  voters  disqualified  on  the  ground  31  IJd^the  ^ 
their  having  received  parochial  relief,  some  of  them  between  not^ore^* 
y,  1867,  and  July,  1868,  and  others  between  August  1,  and  J^iySl, 

^.  -       ,.  invalidatos 

time  of  votmg,  rote. 

Ilr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  that  his  impression  was  that  nothing  ^^^  ^^^' 
lid  be  made  of  the  cases  of  relief  before  July  31,  but  that  relief 
eived  between  July  31  and  the  election  might  be  relied  on  as 
egal  incapacity. 

Upon  evidence  being  given  by  the  relieving  officer  that  he  had  Sembu,  funeral 

,^  r  ,  X       r      !•  T  expenses  relief 

'en  a  sum  of  money  to  a  voter  for  funeral  expenses,  to  master  of 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  asked  : — "  Does  relief  for  burying  a  person  ^^^^' 

lom  the  person  relieved  is  bound  to  bury,  come  within  your 

)viiice?"— ^.  "Yes." 

Q.  "And  it  is  relief,  as  I  understand  it,  to  the  person  who  is  the 

»ter  of  the  house,  if  there  be  one  ?  "—A.  "  Yes." 
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Q.  "  Is  it  considered  relief  to  him  because  he  is  bound  to  bvy 
any  one  who  dies  in  the  house  ? " — A.  "  Yes.**    Vote  struck  <£ 

Proof  of  mar-  *  It  appeared  that  a  woman,  who  was  the  reputed  wife  of  a  yotar 
tation,  primd  who  had  voted  for  the  Respondent,  had  received  parochial  vM 
Adidas*"**  ^^^  herself  and  her  children. 

wife  answer  to  Serjeant  Sleigh,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted  thai  then 
her,  bnt  not  to  was  not  sujBScient  proof  that  the  woman  was  the  wife  of  Ae 

her  children. 

(4)11.  V^^^- 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  there  was  sufficient  pri/md  jm 
evidence. 

Serjeant  Sleigh  then  said  that  the  Respondent's  answer  to  tb 
case  was  that  the  woman  had  committed  adultery,  and  that  her 
husband  therefore  was  not  liable  to  support  her. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said  that  was  no  doubt  a  good  answer  as  to  i 
the  wife,  but  not  as  to  the  children. 

Serjeant  Sleigh  submitted  that  the  custody  of  children  of  the  \ 
tender  age  would  belong  to  the  mother. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  could  not  be  so  in  the  case 
of  an  adulteress.  It  was  enacted  by  4  &  5  WilL  4,  a  li, 
s.  56,  that  relief  given  to  children  under  sixteen,  not  being 
blind,  deaf,  or  dumb,  should  be  considered  as  relief  given  to  the 
husband  of  such  wife,  or  the  father  of  such  children,  as  the  ca« 

might  be. 

Serjeant  Sleigh  called  attention  to  the  Lancaster  case  (Wot 
ferstan  and  Dew),  in  which  it  was  ruled  that  the  relationship  of 
the  alleged  wife  to  the  voter  must  be  strictly  proved. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  his  attention  had  been  called  to  the 
case  as  a  case  where  laymen  were  more  technical  thwi  lawyers. 
The  Committee  in  that  case  refused  to  let  a  marriage  be  proved 
by  reputation,  but  except  in  bigamy  and  matrimonial  causes,  that 
principle  could  not  stand  for  a  moment  in  a  court  of  law. 

It  was  then  proved  that  the  husband,  on  discovering  that  sb€ 
had  committed  adultery,  turned  her  out  of  his  house.  She  took 
with  her  two  of  her  children  contrary  to  her  husband's  wish,  anc 
they  all  three  went  to  the  workhouse  and  received  relief.  A  lettei 
was  put  in  which  the  husband  had  written  to  the  Board  o 
Guardians,  saying  that  it  was  contrary  to  his  wish  that  his  wifi 
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I  taken  his  children  with  her  to  the  workhouse,  and  that  he 
3  ready  to  receive  his  children  back,  but  not  his  wife,  at  any 
ment. 

Mt.  Justice  WiLLES  said,  after  hearing  the  letter,  that  he  be- 
?ed  there  had  been  a  bond  fide  endeavour  on  the  part  of  the 
sband  to  get  his  children  out  of  the  workhouse,  and  that  the 
Bstion  was,  under  the  circumstances,  whether  the  relief  given  to 
i  children  was  disqualifying  relief.  At  present  he  would  give  no 
iberate  judgment  upon  it. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 

ly  elected. 

Having  stated  that  it  would  be  needless  for  him  to  decide  upon  P«>"^  <>*  a 

Y  .         corrupt 

ints  raised  in  the  scrutiny  and  postponed,  inasmuch  as  supposing  ohAracter. 
n  to  decide  them  all  in  favour  of  the  Petitioner,  there  would 

II  remain  a  majority  for  the  Respondent,  he  reviewed  the 
36  as  to  the  other  part  of  the  petition,  and  said  as  to  corrupt 
omises : — 

"  When  I  say  a  promise  is  of  a  corrupt  character,  I  call  every- 
ing  of  a  corrupt  character  which  has  a  tendency  to  influence 
man's  vote  with  reference  to  mere  lucre  instead  of  honest  con- 
derations,  including  considerations  of  the  legitimate  influence 
hich  I  have  already  stated  it  is  impossible  to  exclude,  and  which 
.  would  be  impossible  to  remove  by  law,  because  it  is  part  of  the 
lature  of  things  which  the  law  has  to  deal  with  and  to  regulate, 
)ut  which  it  cannot  alter." 

As  to  intimidation,  he  said : —  Intimidation. 

"A  mere  attempt  on  the  part  of  an  agent  to  intimidate  a  voter, 
even  though  it  were  unsuccessful,  would  avoid  an  election." 

Aa  to  costs,  he  said : — 

"  I  see  nothing  to  exempt  this  case  from  the  general  rule  that 
«>st8  should  follow  the  event" 


CASE  xxnL 
BOEOUGH  OF  BEWDLEY. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  April  27,  1869. 

♦ 

Petitioner:  Major  Aiifion* 

Itespondent :  Mr.  Cunliffe. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Powell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Macbamanu 

Agents :  Messrs.  Tucker  and  Lake. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  Lord. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Lawrence,  Plews  and  Bowyer. 


The  petition  prayed  the  seat  for  the  Petitioner  upon  a  scrut 

The  numbers  polled  at  the  election  were — 

CunlifiFe 477 

Anson 463 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Residence  of  ^^  ^^  proved  that  one  Evans  who  had  voted  for  the  Responc 

Ifto'uT^*'^-     ^^  ^®^  ®^^^  ^P'  *"^^  obliged  to  leave  his  house.     This  1 
tration.  pened  some  time  between  the  registration  and  the  polling 

^  ^  ^^'  Since  giving  up  his  house  he  had  lived  at  an  inn  in  the  boroi 

Having  been  called  ajs  a  witness  he  was  asked  by  Serjeaot  i 
Icmtvne: — 

"  Were  you  staying  at  that  inn  at  the  time  of  your  voting 
the  Respondent?" 
Mr.  Justice  BLACKBURN: — "That  is  not  the  question;  he 
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-oken  up  his  house  ¥rithin  twelve  months.     It  does  not  matter 
here  he  was  at  the  time  of  the  election ;  the  question  is,  whether 
B  has  since  the  registration  broken  his  residence." 
The  vote  was  struck  off 

It  appeared  that  one  Edmonds  lived  at  Droitwich,   but  had  Oocasional 
ithin  the  borough  a  shop  where  he  kept  a  bedroom  and  a  bed  for  ^/JJ^JiSii 
imself  to  use  whenever  he  liked.     He  did,  however,  in  fact,  only  ^ro^g^  aot 
eep  there  occasionally,  and  his  wife  and  family  always  remained  (i)  81. 

>  Droitwich. 

Serjeant  Ballantine  for  the  Respondent  admitted  that  he  must 
ve  up  the  question  of  residence. 

It  appeared  that  one  Clark  had  for  45  years  been  borough  con*-  Borougli  con- 
able  ;  when  he  first  commenced  to  act  as  constable  he  was  paid  able  of  voting. 

>  saUry  by  the  borough,  but  was  paid  by  the  parties  who  em-  W  ^5. 
eyed  him  for  serving  summonses  and  other  business.   Some  years 

rOy  however,  an  alteration  was  made^  and  he  was  now  paid  £15  a 
ear  by  the  borough  treasurer ;  his  duties  were  to  do  anything 
hat  came  within  the  scope  of  a  constable's  duty,  as,  for  instance,  to 
.pprehend  people  when  called  upon  to  do  so.  He  had  been  on 
fche  register  ever  since  the  Reform  Act  of  1832,  and  had  never 
been  struck  off.     He  had  voted  this  time  for  the  Respondent 

Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn:— "There  is  great  difficulty  in  getting 
out  of  the  words  of  the  enactment."* 

Mr.  Serjeant  BaMcmtine  submitted  that  there  was  not  sufficient 
endence  of  appointment. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn:—-"  It  is  difficult  in  my  opinion  to  make 
out  a  stronger  case  of  appointment." 
The  vote  was  struck  off. 

It  appeared  that  two  persons,  John  Hamer  and  James  Hunt^  lUpdH  by  a 
who  had  voted  for  the  Respondent,  had  been  reported  as  having  il^waa 
^  hribed  at  the  previous  election,  t  ^"^  **  ? 

*^  '  prerious  elec- 

*  19  &  90  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  9,  enacts  that  "  no  head  or  other  constable  already 
H^pointed,  or  hereafter  to  be  appointed  for  any  borough  under  the  said  Act  of 
*  «  6  Will  4,  .  .  .  .  shall  ....  be  capable  of  giving  his  vote." 

t  The  leport  was  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  dated  January  25|  1869* 
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tion,  does  noti 
under 

Parliamentary 
Blections  Act, 
1868,  B.  45, 
disqualify  him 
from  voting. 

(1)  a. 


Mr.  Macnamara,  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that  their  votei 
should  bo  struck  off  ou  the  ground  that  they  were  diaqualifiel 
under  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  s.  45.* 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said : — "  The  enactment  provides  that 
upon  the  case  being  done  the  evidence  should  be  laid  before  the 
Attorney-General  to  consider  whether  he  would  prosecute  or 
not,  and  if  he  does  prosecute,  and  the  man  is  convicted,  thei 
he  falls  under  the  disqualification.  But  I  do  not  think  the 
report  of  the  Judge  is  more  than  committing  a  man  for 
trial.  I  do  not  think  it  comes  within  the  case  of  being 
found  guilty.  Besides,  the  determination  of  a  Judge  is  not  a  deta- 
mination  upon  the  case  except  incidentally.  He  has  only  to  mab 
a  report,  and  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  that  is  the  same  as  finding 
a  man  guilty.  But  I  go  further.  The  Act  speaks  of  'an  oppor- 
tunity of  being  heard,'  and  I  think  that  does  not  merely  mem 
that  kind  of  opportunity  which  a  witness  has  who  is  called  np 
upon  the  spur  of  the  moment,  and  who  is  subject  to  cross-exami* 
nation;  but  it  means  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  when  hehM 
had  a  fair  warning  of  the  charge,  and  is  asked  to  meet  it,  and  be 
heard  by  himself  or  his  counsel  Consequently,  I  do  not  think  dud 
this  case  falls  within  the  section  ;  but  if  the  election  depends  upon 
a  single  vote  I  will  reserve  the  case  for  the  Court  of  ComnKm 
Pleas,  and  the  matter  will  be  determined  before  the  next  registr*- 
tion  revision,  as  it  is  more  convenient  that  the  Barrister  should 
know  what  they  are  going  to  do." 


Medical  relief 
given  to  Yoter's 
child  on  appli- 
cation by  his 
wife,  but  with- 
out his  know- 
ledge or  desire, 
vitiates  vote. 

(1)  88. 


It  appeared  that  the  wife  of  a  voter,  Danby,  had  obtained  an 
order  for  medical  advice  for  their  child,  who  had  injured  her  knee 
Danby  did  not  at  the  time  require  parochial  assistance,  and  had 
not  authorised  his  wife  to  apply  for  it ;  he  paid  himself  for  the 
medicine  ordered  for  the  child.     He  voted  for  the  Respondent 

Serjeant  Ballantine  contended  that  there  was  no  relief  given 
in  fact  to  the  husband  by  an  act  done  not  authorised  by  him,  and 
not  necessitated  by  the  circumstances. 

*  The  section  is  as  follows  : — "  Any  person  other  than  a  candidate  foim^ 
guilty  of  bribery  in  any  proceeding  in  which  after  notice  of  the  charge  he  ha* 
had  an  opportunity  of  being  heard,  shall  ....  be  incapable  of  being  registae^^ 
as  a  voter,  and  voting  at  any  election  "  .  .  .  . 
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Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  however,  ruled  that  the  vote  must  be  ^}^^t  ^j:??  ^ 

voter  8  cnila 
nick  off.  over  16  years 

old  does  not 
yitiate  vote. 

It  appeared  that  the  son  of  a  voter  had  been  removed  to  the  (l)  91, 
iper  lunatic  asylum  under  a  parish  order.     At  the  time  of  the 
loval  the  son  was  more  than  sixteen  years  old. 
f  r.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  I  think  what  is  made  relief  to  the 
Bnts  is  that  supplied  to  their  children  under  sixteen.    The  vote 
>t  stand." 

:  appeared  that  when  the  name  of  one  Chillingworth  was  called  ^^}^^.  °^ 

.  .  .  .  .       .  objection. 

>re  the  Revising  Banrister  a  notice  of  objection  had  been  handed  Objector's 
The  notice  of  objection,  framed  under  Schedule  B  (10)  of  6  —how  stated. 
i.  a  18,  purporting  to  state  the  objector  s  place  of  abode,  had,  ^  ^Jf^*  ^  ^^» 
act,  stated  his  actual  place  of  abode  at  the  time  of  making  the 
Bction.    But  the  place  of  abode  thus  stated  was  not  the  same 
ihat  which  appeared  opposite  the  objector's  name,  where  he 
)eared  as  a  voter  in  the  list  of  voters. 

rhe  notice  had  been  objected  to  before  the  Revising  Barrister  on 
s  ground,  and  had  been  held  bad. 

The  question  was  now  raised  again.  It  was  argued  against  the 
doe  that  it  ought  to  have  stated  the  place  of  abode  of  the  ob- 
'*tor  as  it  had  been  described  in  the  list  which  gave  him  the  title 
object 

In  support  of  the  notice  it  was  contended  on  the  strength  of 
Qowles  V.  Brooking,  2  C.  B.  226,  that  the  true  place  of  abode  of 
e  objector  was  that  which  was  required  to  be  stated. 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  held  that  the  notice  of  objection  had 
en  good,  and  reversed  the  Revising  Barrister's  decision. 

It  appeared  that  a  notice  had  been  given  to  one  Chillingworth  '!^p^*^®?*" 
*t  his  name  would  be  objected  to  before  the  Revising  Banister,  ing  Barrister, 
lien  his  name  was  called,  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  Chil-  ^^  jg^  g^*  93^ 
igworth  that  the  notice  of  objection  was  insujBScient,  and  after 
*ring  an  argument  on  the  point,  the  Barrister  decided  that  it 
» insufficient;  so  the  objection  to  Chillingworth's  name  was  not 
ne  into.    Notices  of  objection  with  precisely  the  same  faults 
dbeen  given  as  to  a  number  of  other  names;  and  before  the 
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Banister  had  given  his  decision  as  to  the  snfficienqr  of  the  no&e 
of  objection  in  the  case  of  Chillingworth,  his  attention  was  caDed 
to  the  fact  that,  as  notices  of  a  precisely  similar  description  bad 
been  given  in  a  great  many  other  cases,  his  decision  in  CSuUiog- 
worth's  case  would  in  fact  govern  them  all.  After  he  had  decided 
Chillingworth's  case,  and  as  his  attention  had  been  already  dim 
to  the  fact  that  there  were  many  others  like  it,  it  wu  not 
attempted  to  argue  the  question  again  upon  them. 

The  result  was,  that  when  the  Barrister  was  calling,  over  ibe 
names,  and  when  there  was  no  objection  made,  he  did  not  in  fact 
know  at  the  time  whether  it  was  because  a  notice  which  he  hid 
already  decided  to  be  a  nullity  had  been  given  in  that  case,  or 
whether  it  was  because  there  really  was  no  objection  at  all. 

Amongst  these  names  was  that  of  James  Baker.  He  had  roted 
for  the  Respondents,  and  it  was  now  sought,  on  the  part  of  tbe 
Petitioner,  to  go  into  the  merits  of  his  case,  and  show  that  his 
name  ought  to  have  been  struck  off  by  the  Revising  Barriister. 

On  the  part  of  the  Respondents,  it  was  contended  this  in« 
a  case  where  the  Barrister  had  given  no  "  express  decision  "  within 
the  meaning  of  the  6  &  7  Vict,  a  18,  s.  98. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackbubn,  however,  ruled  that  there  had  in 
effect  been  "an  express  decision"  in  this  case,  and  that  itwa«» 
therefore,  open  to  the  Petitioner  to  enter  into  the  merits  of  it  and 
to  show  that  Baker's  name  ought  to  have  been  struck  off  by  the 
Barrister. 

Referring  to  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  98,  as  governing  this  matter, 
he  said : — 

"  I  consider  that,  since  on  matters  of  law  there  was  an  appeal 
to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  but  on  matters  of  fact  the  Bar- 
rister s  decision  was  final,  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was, 
that  where  a  matter  of  fact  had  been  faii-ly  raised  before  the  Bar- 
rister, and  he  had  heard  it  and  had  come  to  an  express  decision  upon 
it,  then  his  decision  might  be  reviewed  by  an  Election  Committee 
(or  now  a  Judge),  in  order  to  see  that  injustice  had  not  been  done. 

"  Now,  in  the  present  case,  it  comes  with  a  rather  peculiar  sort 
of  express  decision.  The  fii-st  case  coming  before  the  RerisiDg 
Barrister,  the  case  of  Chillingworth,  being  upon  the  overseer's  list, 
would  have  stood  upon  the  overseer  s  list,  without  any  decision  of 
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iO  Beidslng  Barrister  at  all,  unless  somebody  properly  objected  to 
If  anybody  properly  objected  to  it,  then  the  Bevising  Barrister 
otdd  have  to  hear  the  evidence  on  both  sides  and  to  come  to  an 
ipress  decision  upon  the  merits.  As  was  right  and  proper,  it 
as  first  necessary  to  see  that  there  was  an  objection,  and  that 
lere  was  a  notice  of  objection  whicji  was  good,  and  cousequently 
le  Revising  Barrister  should  have  inquired  into  the  merits  of  the 
ase.  The  Bevising  Barrister,  after  hearing  and  considering  it, 
ime  to  a  conclusion  which  I  must  treat  as  an  erroueous  con- 
Lusion,  considering  myself,  as  the  superior  authority,  to  be  right, 
nd  the  Bevising  Barrister  wrong.  He  decided  that  the  notice  of 
bjection  was  bad,  when  in  fact  it  was  good. 

"Then  the  first  question  is,  is  that  retaining  his  name  by  'an 
xpress  decision? '  K  the  Barrister  had  been  right  in  saying  that 
be  notice  of  objection  was  bad,  the  name  could  not  have  been 
emoved  firom  the  list  at  all ;  but  when  he,  upon  this  preliminary 
K>int,  decides  that  he  will  not  enter  into  the  merits  at  all,  and 
rroneously  decides  so  when  he  ought  to  have  entered  into  them, 
think  we  must  consider  it  as  'an  express  decision '  retaining  the 
ame,  and  consequently  enabling  me  to  enter  into  the  merits.  It 
^ould  not  follow  from  that,  that  Chillingworth's  was  a  bad  vote, 
Dd  should  have  been  struck  oflf,  but  only  that  I  have  the  juris- 
iction  to  inquire  whether  it  was  a  good  vote  or  not  Then,  after 
lat  had  been  decided,  I  have  to  see  whether  or  not,  his  not 
itering  into  the  merits  of  Baker's  case  was  in  consequence  of  his 
express  decision '  that  the  notice  of  objection  in  Baker's  case  was 
sufficient  Now,  upon  the  facts  that  have  been  established 
(fore  me,  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  it  amounts 

point  of  law  to  just  the  same  as  if  his  decision  had  been  given 
'er  again  as  to  the  notice  in  Baker's  case.  Therefore  I  must 
ke  the  notice  in  Chillingworth's  case  to  be  a  decision  which 
>plies  to  govern  all  the  subsequent  cases  in  which  the  point  was 
le  sama" 
Upon  the  Petitioner  having  placed  himself  in  a  majority  of  (2)  152 

Kht,— 

Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantiney  for  the  Respondent,  said  that  after  his 

^rdship's  decision  in   Baker's  case,*  he  could   not  advise   the 

♦  Vide  supra. 
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Respondent  to  contest  the  seat  any  further,  and  that  hay 
satisfied  himself  that  the  counter-charge  of  bribery  against 
Petitioner  could  not  be  established,  he  should,  with  the  { 
mission  of  the  Court,  withdraw  the  charge. 

Leave  was  given  to  withdraw  the  counter-charge  of  brib 
against  the  petitioner,  and, — . 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn   added  as  follows: — ^''The   oourn 
chaige  having  been  withdrawn,  there  is  nothing  further  to 
beyond  this,  that  the  Petitioner  has  proved  himself  in  a  major 
I  therefore  find  that  the  Petitioner  has  a  majority  of  votes,  i 
that  he  Was  duly  elected  for  the  borough  of  Bewdley. 
^^'^^^^  As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

"  In  this,  as  in  other  cases,  the  costs  follow  the  usual  course,  a 
will  be  borne  by  the  Respondent." 


CASE  XXIV. 

BOBOUGH  OF  TAUNTON. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  March  5, 1869. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Williams  and  Mellor. 

Respondent/  Mr,  Serjeant  Cox. 

^"^udfor  Petitvmers :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  and  Mr.  J.  0.  Griffiths. 

Agents:  Mr.  Hoskins  and  Messrs.  Reed  and  Cook. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Rodwell,  Q.C.  and  Mr.  Collins. 

Agents :  Mr.  Jacquet  and  Mr.  Tren  chard. 


*^He  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
P^yed  the  seat,  upon  a  scrutiny,  for  Mr.  James. 

The  principal  charge  of  the  petition  related  to  what  was  called 

oarristers'  court  money,"  said  to  have  been  given  by  a  Conserva- 

^^e  Association  to  voters  who  attended   the  registration  court, 

nominally  on  account  of  loss  of  time,  but  really  with  the  object  of 

^uencing  their  votes  at  the  then  approaching  election. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It  was  proved  that  there  had  been  formed  in  the  borough  a  Eegpongibility 
Wy called  "The  Conservative  Association,"  for  the  purpose  of  ^^^^^ 
inducting  the  registration  in  September  and  the  election  which  association, 
followed  in  November.     That  the  association  had  funds  deposited  ^J^t  to 
Ml  a  bank  which  they  drew  upon  from  time  to  time  by  means  of  ▼otera  for 

,  ,  .  registratioii 

coeques  signed  by  two  of  their  members.  That  during  the  election  expenses, 
people  met  at  the  room  of  the  association,  that  papers  and  circulars 
were  sent  out  from  it^  that  the  association  canvassed  actively  and 
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did  all  those  things  which  would  commonly  be  done  by  a  commit 
for  promoting  an  election,  and  that  they  did  them  openly  a 
during  a  considerable  time.  That  at  the  time  of  the  registrati 
the  agents  of  the  Respondent  were  aware  of  the  association,  ai 
acted  in  concert  with  it,  sending  circulars  and  causing  circuit 
to  be  printed  which  the  association  paid  for.  That  both  tl 
Respondent  and  his  agents  knew  that  the  association  was  active 
canvassing  in  the  Respondent's  behalf.  That  about  the  first  we( 
in  November — long  after  the  registration,  and  shortly  before  tl 
election — the  association  gave  5s.  a-piece  to  a  number  of  vote 
who  had  attended  the  registration  in  September,  as  a  da/s  p 
for  their  loss  of  time  in  so  doing.  That  this  sum  was  practical 
paid  to  everyone  who  would  come  forward  and  ask  for  it,  and  wit 
out  any  precaution  being  taken  to  ascertain  whether  those  wl 
thus  received  the  money  had  done  anything  for  it. 
Upon  this  the  Petitioners  contended, 

1.  That  the  association  must  be  taken,  in  the  absence  of  pro 
to  the  contrary,  to  be  the  agent  of  the  Respondent 

2.  That  those  who  gave  the  money  were  guilty  of  bribery. 

3.  That  those  who  received  the  money  were  guilty  of  bribery. 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  in  his  judgment  said  as  to  the  fii 

point, 

"  The  rule  of  law  has  long  been  established  that  in  parliamenta 
matters  we  are  not  to  consider  the  strict  rule  of  common  b 
agency  generally  established  to  this  extent,  that  a  person 
responsible  for  his  agent  in  all  that  he  does  within  the  scope 
his  authority,  but  is  not  responsible  for  anything  that  he  d( 
beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority  (the  case  of  the  sheriflf  being  t 
one  exception),  so  that  the  common  rule  of  law  would  be  that 
you  employed  a  man  to  do  an  honest  thing,  and  he  chose 
commit  a  crime,  you  would  never  be  responsible  criminally,  i 
even  civilly,  for  the  crime  committed,  when  the  instructions  J 
gave  him  were  to  act  as  an  honest  man.  But  in  parliaments 
election  law  it  has  long  been  established  that  where  a  person  1 
employed  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  his  election, 
the  candidate,  is  responsible  for  the  act  of  that  agent  in  oo 
mitting  corruption,  though  he  himself  not  only  did  not  intend 
or  authorize  it,  but  even  bond  fide  did  his  best  to  hinder  it" 
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ing  recapitulated  the  facts  as  stated  above,  he  continued  as 

• 

len  things  are  thus  openly  done,  which  would  not  be  done 
)rdinary  course  of  things,  -except  with  the  cognizance  of  a 
kte  who  sanctioned  them,  tl\o  natuitd  inference  in  the 
>  of  proof  to  the  contrary  would  be  that  they  were  done  by 
Q  acting  as  agent  for  the  candidate.  It  would  not  be  at  all 
ive.  The  Respondent  and  his  agents  might  have  shown  that 
d  had  no  communication  with  that  body,  that  they  repu- 
:t,  and  if  that  repudiation  was  bond  fide,  they  would  not 
3en  responsible  for  its  acts.  The  Respondent  might  have 
bat  a  body  acting  in  such  a  way  as  this  body  acted,  was 
)fficiously  for  him,  as  I  may  call  it,  that  it  was  not  with  his 

and  was  against  his  will :  but  the  presumption  does  arise, 
,  that  it  was  done  in  his  favour,  done  for  him,  unless  there 
3thing  to  show  the  contrary.     I  think  in  this  case  such  a 

of  benefit  was  derived  from  their  assistance,  that  their 
ce  was  so  important  to  the  candidate  that  it  fairly  estab- 
his,  that  if  he  took  their  assistance  and  did  not  hold  them 
repudiate  them,  he  must  abide  the  consequences  and  be 
ible  for  their  malpractices," 
)  the  second  point,  he  said : — 

e  matter  difiers  from  what  it  would  have  been  if  there  had 
payment  given  to  persons  for  their  loss  of  time  in  attend- 
the  election  itself,  which  was  the  Devonport  case.*  There 
no  doubt  that  such  payments  when  given  to  a  person  for 
iime  in  coming  to  deliver  his  vote  are  payments  for  voting, 
e  distinctly  struck  at  by  the  words  of  the  section,  2  (2), 
8  Vict.  c.  102.  But  when  the  payment  is  given  for  an 
mce  at  the  Revising  Banister's  court  it  is  not  within  the 

terms  of  the  Act.  It  may  well  be  that  there  should  be 
lent  for  an  attendance  at  the  Barrister's  court  which  should 
d  fide  for  that  purpose  and  no  other,  and  which  is  not 
by  the  Act  of  Parliament.  I  think  where  it  was  bond  fide 
id  not  be  a  bribe,  but  if  it  was  intended  to  induce  a  vote 

would  be  a  matter  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  the 
it  would  be  a  bribe." 

*  SembUy  the  Liverpool  case,  2  P.  R»  &  D.  248, 

o  2 
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After  reviewing  the  evidence,  and  stating  that  the  question  tl 
was  as  to  what  conclusion  must  be  formed  of  the  motives  of  th( 
who  advanced  the  money,  he  said  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  \ 
object  was  to  induce  persons  to  vote  at  the  election. 

As  to  the  3rd  point,  he  said  : — 

"  It  may  be,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  a  person  gives  money  to 
voters  who  would  come  forward  and  ask  for  it,  saying,  *  This 
paid  for  your  loss  of  time  at  the  Revising  Barrister  s  courts  an 
will  pay  money  for  loss  of  time  at  the  Revising  Barrister  s  courl 
every  voter  who  will  come  forward  for  it/  having  the  full  intent 
thereby  to  induce  the  voter  to  vote  on  his  own  side,  and  ye 
may  so  happen  that  the  voter  who  comes  forward  and  receives  t 
money  comes  forward  honestly  and  bond  Jide,  because  he  belie 
he  is  entitled  to  the  money  for  his  loss  of  time.  If  he  honei 
and  bond  fide  comes  forward  in  that  way,  I  do  not,  as  at  prec 
advised,  think  it  would  be  bribery  on  his  part  within  the  mean 
of  17  &  18  Vict,  a  102,  s,  3  (1).  It  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  wl 
a  peraon  comes  forward  to  receive  money  which  is  given  as  a  br 
the  general  rule  of  evidence  which  applies  to  all  such  cases  wo 
lead  one  strongly  to  conclude  that  the  person  took  it  as  a  br 
though  it  by  no  means  follows  as  a  matter  of  law  that  it  would 
so."  He  concluded  by  saying  that  if  these  were  gone  into  it  wo 
be  necessary  in  the  interests  of  the  constituency  to  take  each  ii 
vidual  case  by  itself. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  in  his  judgment  declared  the  Bespond( 
unseated  on  the  ground  of  bribery. 
Liability  of  As  to  the  liability  of  candidates  for  acts  done  by  their  ^ent8, 

candidate  for  •  i  ^ 

acts  done  by        ^^O. : 

agents.  "The  rule  of  parliamentary  election  law,  that  a  candidate 

responsible  for  the  corrupt  act  of  his  agent,  though  he  himself 
only  did  not  intend  it  or  authorise  it  but  bond  fide  did  his  besi 
hinder  it,  is  a.  rule  that  must  at  times  fall  with  great  hards 
upon  particular  persons.  But  I  may  just  mention  the  consid< 
tions  which  no  doubt  led  the  common  law,  as  I  may  call  i1 
Parliament  to  establish  it.  Corruption,  as  we  all  know  in  prac 
and  in  fact,  is  seldom  or  never  done  by  the  hand  of  the  candid 
The  two  modes  in  which  it  was  found  in  practice  that  oorrap 
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was  carried  on  were  these  :  persons  were  put  forward  to  do  all  the 
work  of  canvassing  and  conducting  an  election,  and  these  persons 
icted  corruptly,  but  the  candidate  purposely  kept  himself  out  of 

^  tbe  knowledge  of  anything  about  the  matter  so  that  he  might 
have  the  full  benefit  of  their  services,  and  were  it  not  for  this  rule 
which  has  been  established  he  would  not  suffer  for  their  misdeeds. 
That  is  one  of  the  great  reasons.  Another  great  reason  would  be 
diat  no  doubt  people  were  put  forward  as  to  whom  the  candidate 
was  carefully  kept  from  knowing  they  were  spending  any  money 
or  doing  any  thing,  with  the  notion,  according  to  the  loose  morality 
that  prevailed  in  election  matters,  that  when  the  time  for  petition- 
og  was  past  those  persons  might  come  to  him  and  say,  '  I  did 
qpend  that  lOOOi.  for  you  upon  the  election  ;  of  course  I  did  not  tell 
you  about  it,  or  say  a  word  about  it  at  the  time,  but  now  you  are 
bound  in  honour  to  repay  me  that  lOOOZ.  of  which  you  had  the 
benefit,*  and  which  in  point  of  fact  the  candidates  did  feel  them- 
selves bound   in  honour  to  pay.     This,   therefore,  was  another 

,  reason  for  the  parliamentary  law   declaring  that  the  candidate 
should  be  responsible  for  the  act  of  his  agent." 
As  to  the  definition  of  agency,  he  said  : — 

**  What  is  the  definition  of  agency  for  which  the  candidate  would  Definition  of 
be  responsible  ?  what  relation   between   the   candidate  and  the 
person  who  is  shown  to  be  guilty  of  a  corrupt  practice  would  be 
sufficient  to  make  the  candidate  responsible  for  that  person's  cor- 
rupt-practice ?  I  am  not  able  at  present  (and  I  rather  doubt  if  in 

[  the  nature  of  things  it  is  possible)  to  say.  I  think  all  one  can  do 
is  this,  to  say  that  wherever  a  person  is  in  any  way  allowed  by  a 
candidate  or  has  the  candidate's  sanction  to  try  to  carry  on  his 
election  and  to  act  for  him,  that  is  some  evidence  to  show  that  he 
is  his  agent  I  think  that  we  cannot  come  further  (at  least  I  have 
not  been  able  to  come  further)  than  to  say  this.  If  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things  I  had  a  juiy  to  find  the  facts,  I  being  a  judge  of 
the  law,  the  direction  I  should  give  the  jury  would  be  to  say,  '  AJl 
this  is  some  evidence  of  agency ;  what  I  must  say  to  you  is  to  point 
what  I  consider  the  reasons  that  have  led  to  the  law  being  estab- 
lished m  this  way.  In  the  present  case  the  particular  consideration 
would  be  whether  or  no  the  agent  has  been  doing  so  much  for  the 
^^date,  whether  there  was  so  much  commod/um  done  that  it 
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be  decided 
upon  the 
Bcrntuij. 


would  be  just  (using  the  Latin  phrase  quoted  by  Mr.  Rodwell^  to 
impose  the  onus  upon  him.  I  think  I  could  not  define  it  better 
than  that  I  should  say  to  a  jury,  '  It  is  a  question  of  more  or  less, 
it  is  the  extent  to  which  it  goes.  If  there  is  evidence  to  show  tbat 
the  party  is  acting  for  the  memKer  who  is  returned,  then  I  thmk 
one  should  consider  him  to  be  an  agent,  if,  taking  the  spirit  and 
object  of  the  rule,  you  think  bringing  your  common  sense  to  bear 
upon  it  that  he  was  substantially  an  agent'  I  think  that  is  all  I 
should  say  to  a  jury  ;  and  then  as  the  Legislature  have  thought  fit 
to  make  me  both  Judge  and  jury,  I  must  apply  that  guide  as  best 
I  can  myself.  I  at  once  see  the  great  inconvenience  of  such  a  rule 
as  this  being  laid  down.  If  that  be  the  proper  guide  to  be  taken 
the  law  must  be  very  uncertain.  It  is  an  old  observation  of  Selden 
in  his  '  Table  Talk '  upon  Equity  as  then  administered,  when  there 
were  no  fixed  rules  but  according  to  the  conscience  of  the  Chan- 
cellor, that  equity  necessarily  is  as  uncertain  as  a  measure  of 
length  in  which  the  standard  for  the  measure  was  made  the 
Chancellor's  foot  ;*  a  remark  with  strong  sense  in  it,  and  no  doubt 
as  applicable  to  the  substantial  common  sense  of  an  Election  Judge 
as  it  was  to  the  conscience  of  the  Chancellor  in  those  day&  But 
I  have  been  unable,  after  the  best  consideration  I  have  been  able 
to  give  to  it,  to  devise  any  better  nUe." 

As  to  the  scrutiny,  he  said  : — 

"  The  further  question  as  to  whether  or  not  Mr.  James  should 
have  the  seat  would  depend  upon  the  result  arrived  at  after  going 
through  the  individual  votes,  and  seeing,  without  regard  to  who  it 
was  that  corrupted  this  man  or  that,  what  was  the  majority  of  un- 
corrupted  voters,  and  whether  there  was  a  majority  for  anyone 
who  had  not  rendered  himself  by  personal  misconduct  incapable  of 
standing." 


At  the  conclusion  of  the  judgment, 

Mr.  Rodwell  stated  that  after  his  Lordship's  plain  language  with 
reference  to  those  persons  who  were  said  to  have  received  the 
money  in  respect  of  services  not  done,  it  would  be  waste  of  time 
to  oppose  Mr.  James  putting  in  at  once  a  number  of  voters  to  give 


♦  Seidell's  "  Table  Talk,"  ed.  1866,  by  Singer,  p.  49. 
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Um  a  lawful  majority.    He  proposed  at  once  to  strike  out  those 
votes  which  came  within  the  terms  of  the  judgment 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  assenting, 

Mr.  Rodwell  admitted  16  votes  bad  on  the  ground  of  parochial 
relief  and  non-residence.  Mr.  James  was  thus  placed  in  a 
majority. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  then  stated  that  his  certificate  would 
be  that  the  Respondent  was  unseated,  and  that  Mr.  James  ought 
to  have  been  and  should  now  be  returned. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said,  as  to  costs, — 

''As  the  petition  has  succeeded,  costs  must  be  paid  by  the   Coiti. 
Respondent.'* 


CASE  XXV. 

BOROUGH  OF  WIGAN. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Martin,  March  6,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Brayshay  and  Atkinson. 

Respondents :  Mr.  Henry  Woods  and  Mr.  John  Lancaster. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Hardinge  Qifbrd,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Leresche; 

Mr.  Poland. 

Agents:  Mr.  Mayhew  and  Mr.  Ackerley. 

Counsel  for  Respondents:  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry ;  Mr.  Murphy. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Leigh  and  Ellis. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  but 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  one  Wilcock,  who  had  been  employed  by  a 
society  in  the  town  called  "  The  Liberal  Association,"  to  which  the 
Respondents  among  other  people,  had  contributed,  had  corruptly 
paid  the  rates  of  a  voter.  The  evidence,  however,  failed  to  establish 
that  Wilcock  was  acting  as  an  agent  of  the  Respondents,  or  tb»t 
they  were  liable  for  his  WTongful  act 

Evidence  was  given  to  prove  intimidation  on  the  part  of  the 
manager  of  the  Wigan  Coal  and  Iron  Company,  but  it  failed  ^ 
establish  any  case. 

The  evidence  also  as  to  sundry  acts  of  bribery  proved  to  ^ 
wholly  insufEcient. 
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In  the  course  of  the  case : — 

Upon  one  Gallagher  being  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  that  he  Name  of  per- 

11         1    •!_    J  *****  bribed 

d  been  bribed,  not  in  particu- 

Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respondents,  objected  that  his  name  ^^""®'*^" 

s  not  in  the  particulars  delivered  pursuant  to  an  order  made  (2)  i. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes. 

Mr.  CUffard,  for  the  Petitioners,  submitted  that  in  the  Bewdley 

se*  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  had  allowed  the  particulai's  to  be 

ended  without  a  summons  being  taken  out,  and  that  Mr.  Justice 

lies  had  done  the  same  thing  in  the  Penryn  case.^" 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  that  if  it  was  not  in  the  particulars  he 

lid  not  help  them ;  he  could  not  allow  the  particulars  to  be 

ended  except  on  a  summons  supported  by  an  affidavit  stating 

ff  the  name  of  this  witness  had  come  to  be  omitted. 

rhe  witness  then  withdrew. 

It  was  proved  that  a  society,  called  "  The  Liberal  Association,"  Members  of  a 

.  1        '  1  .  r  •  1       political  society 

d  been  formed  in  the  borough,  with  a  view  of  promoting  the  not  responsible 
crests  of  the  party.     The  Respondents,  as  well  as  a  number  of  aas  i^  the 
ler  gentlemen   of  similar  political  opinions,  contributed  to  it.  same  way  as 

^  ^        '^  XT  '  partners  are. 

le  manager  of  the  association  was  one  Stewart.   Stewart,  as  such  corrupt  pay- 

mager,  had  employed  one  Wilcock  to  attend  to  the  registration,  ^^^^  **m"*^ 

to  be,  as  he  was  called,  Objector-genei'al  for  the  Liberal  party  of  respondent 

fore  the  Revising  Barrister.    Wilcock  corruptly  paid  the  rates  of  ^^^n^rat 

voter.   He  did  this  quite  on  his  own  responsibility  :  Stewart  had  nniess  express 

authority  from 

)t  m  any  way,  directly  or  indirectly,  authorised  him  to  do  so,  and  respondent  to 
i  did  not  in  fact  know,  till  he  was  called  upon  by  one  of  the    ^^^^■P'®^^  • 
[ents  of  the  Petitioners,  that  it  had  been  done. 
Upon  these  facts,  Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Petitionei's,  contended  that 
lis  association  was  in  the  nature  of  a  partnership,  and  that  any 
2t  done  by  Stewart  would  bind  all  the  subscribers  to  the  associa- 
on,  and  among  them  the  Respondents,  who  would  thus  be  directly 
sponsible  for  Stewart's  appointment  of  Wilcock,  and  so  liable 
>r  Wilcock's  corrupt  act. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Parry,  on  behalf  of  the  Respondents,  contended 
^t  no  agency  had  been  proved  ;  and  further,  that  upon  the  true 

*  Vide  ante,  page  16.  t  Vide  ante,  page  127. 
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construction  of  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  49,*  the  doctrine  laid 
down  with  reference  to  17  &  18  Vict  c.  102,  viz.,  that  a  candidate 
is  responsible  for  the  improper  act  of  his  agent,  although  he  maj 
have  not  only  not  authorized  him  to  do  that  act,  but  may  Iia?e 
expressly  forbidden  him  to  do  it,  did  not  apply  to  the  case  of 
corrupt  payment  of  rates,  and  that  in  order  to  make  a  candidite 
responsible  for  the  corrapt  payment  of  the  rates  of  a  voter,  i^ 
must  be  proved  that  the  candidate  expressly  authorized  thit 
corrupt  payment. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  in  his  judgment  said  as  to  this  : — 
"  It  has  been  argued  by  counsel  for  the  Respondents  that  upon 
the  true  construction  of  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  102,  &  49,  the  doctrine 
laid  down  with  regard  to  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  2,  does  not  apply; 
and  that  is  rather  my  own  impression.     I  do  not  mean  to  give  tt 
opinion  upon  it,  because  it  is  unnecessary  in  this  case.    The  ci^ 
cumstances  of  the  case  are  these :  There  is  a  body  in  the  town 
called  the  Liberal  Association,  and  for  the  Petitioners  it  is  cod- 
tended  that  the  persons  who  subscribed  to  that  association  are  ii 
the  nature  of  a  partnership,  and  that  the  giving  funds  to  Stewart 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  carry  on  that  association  rnide 
him  their  agent,  so  that  acts  done  by  him  would  be  obligatoiy 
upon  them,  and  that  they  would  be  bound  by  them.     From  tW 
view  I  dissent.    There  is  no  similarity  to  a  partnership.    There  irW 
given  to  the  body  the  collective  name  of  the  Liberal  AssociatioOf 
but  the  only  person  acting  is  Mr.  Stewart.     The  Respondents  and 
other  gentlemen  agreeing  with  them  in  politics  contributed  to  it; 
but  this  does  not  make  Mr.  Stewart  their  agent  so  as  to  bind  them 
by  his  acts  either  criminally  or  civilly,  any  more  than  the  manage 
of  a  club  to  which  a  gentleman  may  belong  could  make  himrespon* 
sible  for  the  acts  of  that  manager.    The  case  of  Limpua  v.  Tk^ 

♦  Any  person,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  corruptly  paying  any  late  ^ 
behalf  of  any  rate-payer  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  be  registered  as  * 
voter  thereby  to  influence  his  vote  at  any  future  election,  and  any  candidit* 
or  other  person,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  paying  any  rate  on  behalf  of  any 
voter  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  him  to  vote  or  reirain  from  voting,  shall  be 
guilty  of  bribery,  and  be  pimishable  accordingly ;  and  any  person  on  whoae 
behalf,  and  with  whose  privity  such  payment  as  in  this  section  mentioned,  i> 
made,  shall  also  be  guilty  of  bribery  and  be  punishable  accordingly. 
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SwiemZ  Omnibtis  Company*  has  been  referred  to.    That  case 
was  goyemed  by  the  law  applicable  to  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant,  which  is  different  from  that  of  principal  and  agent.     The* 
relation  of  master  and  servant  imposes  upon  the  master  a  liability 
for  an  unlawful  act  done  by  the  servant  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment, and  notwithstanding  a  prohibition  which  may  have 
been  given  to  him  by  the  master.     But  the  ordinary  rule  with 
T^id  to  principal  and  agent  is  that  the  principal  is  only  respon- 
sihle  for  that  which  he  authorises  the  agent  to  do,  and  in  all  other 
cases  of  which  I  am  aware,  except  these  parliamentary  cases,  where 
you  have  a  man  who  is  sought  to  be  made  liable  upon  the  acts  of 
bis  agent,  the  question  is,  did  the  principal  give  the  agent  autho- 
rity to  do  the  act  ?     If  that  be  negatived  the  principal  is  not 
responsible,  the  rule  of  law  being  that  if  a  man  acts  through  an 
agent,  he  can  only  be  held  responsible  to  the  extent  of  the  autho- 
rity he  gives  the  agent.     In  my  opinion,  as  at  present  advised,  it 
would  be  necessary,  in  order  to  establish  that  a  person  had  cor- 
ruptly paid  a  rate  for  another,  when  the  rate  was  in  fact  paid  by 
*  third  person,  to  show  that  that  third  person  was  authorised  by 
the  person  sought  to  be  charged  to  pay  the  rate.     The  enactment 
w  that  any  person  corruptly  paying  a  rate  on  behalf  of  a  rate- 
payer  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  be  registered  is  guilty  of 
Wbeiy;  and  my  present  opinion  is,  that  in  order  to  make  a  third 
person  responsible  for  that  act,  you  must  prove  that  he  gave 
wthority  to  the  person  to  do  that  act.     However,  it  is  not  neces- 
ftiy  for  me  to  express  an  opinion  upon  that.     I  have  pointed  out 
^hat,  in  my  judgment,  is  the  difference  between  a  partnership  and 
the  Liberal  Association,  and  that  there  is  no  partnership  privity 
between  the  parties  subscribing,  and  no  relation  of  principal  and 
agent.    In  fact,  Mr.  Stewart  is  the  Liberal  Association,  unless  so 
^  as  the  subscribers  personally  interfere,  when  of  course  they 
Would  be  responsible  for  their  own  acts.     Wilcock  was  the  person 
employed  by   Stewart   to  attend  to  the  register,  or  to  be   the 
Objector-general,  as  he  was  called  ;  that  gave  him  no  authority  to 
bind  Stewart  by  an  act  of  bribery,  and   if   Stewart  had  been 
indicted  for  the  misdemeanor  upon  the  assumption  that  what 

♦  1  H.  &  C.  626. 
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Wilcock  did  was  bribery,  I  do  not  believe  that  any  Judge  woi/^ 

upon  the  evidence  before  me,  allow  the  case  to  go  to  the  jury.  Tbe^ 

is  no  evidence  against  Stewart,  and  much  less  is  there  any  evidence 

against  the   Respondents.     In  my  judgment,  subscribing  to  tlie 

fund  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  registration  attended  to  in  t!he 

borough,  whether  it  be  a  Conservative  or  Liberal  Association,  does 

not  make  the  subscribers  to  that  fund  partners,  and  does  not 

confer  any  authority  upon  the  person  who  manages  it  to  make 

them  responsible  for  an  illegal  act  that  may  be  done  by  the 

manager.     I  think,  therefore,  that  the  case  against  the  Respondents 

fails  so  far  as  regards  the  payment  of  rates." 


How  far 
honesty  of 
candidate 
affects  evi- 
dence of  acts 
of  agents. 


Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondents 
duly  elected. 

As  to  the  principle  on  which  a  Judge  should  act  in  trying  a 
petition  alleging  corrupt  practices,  he  said : — 

"If  I  am  satisfied   that  the  candidates  honestly  intended  to 
comply  with  the  law  and  meant  to  obey  it,  and  that  they  them- 
selves did  no  act  contrary  to  the  law,  and  bond  fide  intended  that  no 
person  employed  in  the  election  should  do  any  act  contrary  to  the 
law,  I  will  not  unseat  such  persons  upon  the  supposed  act  of  an 
agent,  unless  the  act  is  established  to  my  entire  satisfaction.  Things 
may  have  been  done  at  an  election  of  which  I  do  not  approve — 
for  instance,  having  committees  at  public-houses,  hiring  a  number 
of  carriages  (which  now  in  borough   elections   is  prohibited),  or 
hiring  roughs, — but  which  do  not  of  themselves  avoid  an  election. 
They  are  ingredients  which  may  be  taken  into  consideration,  and 
they  may  tend  to  show  what  was  the  real  quality  and  meaning  of 
an  ambigious  act,  which  may  have  one  effect  or  another  according 
as  the  Judge's  mind  is  satisfied  that  it  was  honestly  or  dishonestly 
done.     It  may  be  that  at  an  election  certain  acts  have  taken  place 
which  the  Judge  disapproves  of,  but  which  do  not  satisfy  him  that 
another  act  upon  which  the  validity  of  the  election  depends  wa« 
corruptly  done.      But   if,  upon   a  future   petition   arising  upon 
another  election  in  the  same  place,  acts  similar  to  those  of  whici 
the  Judge  had  expressed  his  disapproval  were  proved  to  have  been 
repeated,  the  Judge  who  tried  the  second  petition  might  well  take 
them  into  considemtion  to  aid  his  conclusion  that  the  act  upoK 
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which  the  validity  of  the  election  depended  was  a  corrupt  and  dis- 
honest act." 

As  to  costs,  he  said : — 

"The  costs  will  follow  the  event.     So  far  as  the  corrupt  pajonent  Costg. 
of  rates  is  concerned  it  was  an  experiment,  and  that  is  a  case  in 
which  the  Courts  uniformly  give  costs.     Upon  the  other  grounds 
the  petition  has  signally  failed,  and  therefore  the  costs  ought  to 
follow  the  event" 


CASE  XXVL 

BOROUGH  OF  HEREFORD. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  BLACKsuRif,  March  9,  1869. 


Petitioners :  TliomajB  and  others. 

Respondents :  Messrs.  Cliye  and  Wyllie. 

Ccumel  for  the  Petitioners :  Mr.  Price,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Dowdeswell,  Q.C., 

Mr.  G,  Brown,  Mr.  Cleave. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Jones  and  Starling. 

Counsel  for  ike  Respondent  Clive :  Mr.  Powell,  Q.C.,  Hon.  K  Chandos  Leigh. 

Agent :  Mr.  G.  J.  Durante 

Counsel  for  Respondent  WyUie :  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry,  Mr.  Rathbone. 

Agent :  Mr.  E.  H.  Wyatt 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c,,  but 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  appeared  that  a  breakfast  was  given  by  one  Harrison  on  tbe 
morning  of  the  polling  day,  to  which   any  one  who  liked  waa 
invited  to  come  and  have  drink ;  breaks  and  vehicles  were  also 
provided  at  Harrison's  house,  in  which  the  people  who  came  there 
were  carried  to  the  poll.     It  was  proved  that  all  this  was  done 
for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the   election.     Harrison's  agency 
was  not  established   by  any   one  specific  fact,   but  it  appeared 
that  voters  were  invited  and  brought  to  this  breakfast  by  several 
of  the  Respondents'  committee  men ;  that  Harrison  himself  went 
canvassing  on  one  occasion  in  company  with  one  of  the  principal 
agents  of  the  Respondents,  and  that  on  another  occasion  be  him- 
self, at  the  request  of  another  of  the  Respondents'  agents,  cas- 
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massed  two  voters ;  that  after  the  election  was  over  he  was  thauked 
for  his  services  in  letters  from  the  Respondents  themselves.  This 
was  held  sufficient  to  constitute  agency. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

Upon  Mr.  Price,  for  the  Petitioners,  stating  that  he  was  about  to  where  nAme 
go   into   the  case  of  one  Hughes,  whose  name  was  not  in  the  Sculw^^caw'' 
particulars,  and  upon  objection  being  made  on  the  part  of  the  poetponed. 
Respondents,  P^  ^^^• 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  he  would  not  allow  the  case  to  be 
gone  into  that  day,  but  that  it  might  be  taken  on  the  next  day. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Be* 
spondents  unseated  on  the  ground  of  corrupt  treating  by  their 
agents. 

On  the  question  as  to  agency,  he  said : — 

'*  There  is  alwajrs  a  great  difference  in  my  view  in  the  degrees  Agency. 

of  agency.     As  you  go  lower  down  you  require  more  distinctly  to 

flhow  that  the  act  was  done  by  a  person  whom  the  candidate 

vould  be  responsible  for.    As  you  come  higher  up  it  is  more  as  if 

the  candidate  had  done  it  himself.    Also,  for  such  a  purpose  as 

fixing  a  candidate  for  the  chaffering  for  a  vote  not  actually  carried 

out,  you  require  more  complete  evidence  of  agency  than  you  would 

require  for  an  offer  actually  executed." 

Vr.  Justice  Blackburn  commented  upon  the  reasons  why  the 
parliamentary  law  of  agency  differed  from  the  common  law  of 
Agency.    His  remarks  were  substantially  the  same  as  those  made 
by  him  a  few  days  before  in  the  Taunton  case.* 
On  the  question  of  treating,  he  said  : — 

''The  terms  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  regulating  treating  are  MMningof 
^ear  and  distinct  'Every  candidate  at  an  election  who  shall  « corruptly.  * 
^^wruptly  (the  word  "  corruptly  *'  means  contrary  to  the  intention 
tf  this  Act,  with  a  motive  or  intention  by  means  of  it  to  produce 
•a  ejfect  upon  the  election),  by  himself,  or  by  or  with  any  other 
V^ffm  ....  directly  or  indirectly,  give  or  provide,  or  cause 
^  l)e  giv^n  or  provided,  or  shall  be  accessory  to  the  giving  or  pro- 
^^dii^  or  shall  pay  wholly  or  in  part  any  expenses  incurred  for 

*  Vide  ante,  page  184. 
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any  meat,  drink,  entertainment,  or  provision  to  or  for  any  pers 
in  order  to  be  elected,  or  for  being  elected,  or  for  the  purpose 
corruptly  influencing  such  person,  or  any  person,  to  give  or  refira 
from  giving,  his  vote,'  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  treating.  Now 
that  case,  as  well  as  in  others,  a  candidate  is  responsible  for  i 
acts  of  his  agents  when  they  are  so  far  agents  that  what  they  in 
doing  they  have  been  employed  or  authorised  by  him  as  agents 
do  :  he  is  answerable  for  their  corrupt  acts,  although  he  may 
no  party  to  them." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 
Coite.  "As  a  general  rule  I  have  in  every  case  considered  that  1 

costs  of  the  election  ought  to  abide  the  result  As  a  general  n 
that  is  right,  and  that  is  particularly  right  where  the  Fetitioni 
have  been  successful  in  avoiding  an  election,  and  have  therefc 
done  a  public  service.  But  in  this  particular  case  there  is  a  rem 
why  I  think  I  cannot  do  it  In  making  the  rules  we  had  tii 
before  us,  that  it  was  the  very  essence  of  justice  and  fair  play  th 
every  man,  who  was  accused  of  anything,  should  have  due  ai 
sufficient  notice  of  what  it  was  that  he  was  accused  of,  and  of  tb 
only,  so  that  his  attention  should  not  be  distracted  to  immateri 
matters.  For  that  purpose  we  have  established  the  practice  th 
particulars  should  be  given,  stating  what  it  is  the  Respondents  ^ 
be  required  to  meet.  Those  particulars  were  not  required  to 
given  long  before.  Three  days  before  the  time  came,  the  otl 
side  might  know  what  they  were  to  meet,  so  that  they  might  th 
be  prepared  to  meet  the  case,  and  might  not  waste  time  a 
trouble  in  hunting  up  different  matters,  on  which  the  Petition 
did  not  rely,  the  object  being,  as  I  have  already  pointed  o 
partly  to  secure  fair  play,  and  partly  the  saving  of  the  waste 
costs.  And  a  very  important  further  matter  is  that,  fift( 
working  days'  notice  of  trial  having  been  given,  and  it  not  bei 
required  till  the  twelfth  of  those  had  gone  by  that  the  Petition 
should  give  those  particulars,  they  should  make  use  of  th 
twelve  days  in  ascertaining  and  sifting  their  evidence,  that  tl 
should  really  conduct  the  case  as  we  do  in  an  ordinary  trial  in 
as  much  as  can  be  done  towards  fair  play  and  precision. 

"  These  being  the  objects,  and  the  particulars  being  required 
those  objects,  how  have  they  been  complied  with  here?    ( 
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bundled  and  eighty-four  cases  of  bribery  have  been  put  down, 
irhich  the  Respondents  must  have  had  to  look  into.  Of  those 
there  are  five  on  which  evidence  has  been  given,  and  of  those  five 
the  Petitioners  have  not  succeeded  in  establishing  one  to  my 
satisfaction.  There  are  five  cases  that  have  come  to  nothing,  with 
one  hundred  and  eighty-four  charges  in  the  particulars.  It  is 
obvious  that  that  could  not  have  been  done  except  for  the  purposes 
of  baffling  the  objects  of  giving  the  particulars,  and  it  is  obvious 
that  it  must  have  given  the  Respondents  a  great  deal  of  unneces- 
sary trouble.  It  is  justice  to  the  Petitioners  to  say  that,  although 
I  have  not  known  quite  so  gross  a  case  as  this  before,  yet  generally 
the  particulars  have  been  used  very  much  as  if  they  were  in- 
tended to  give  no  information  at  all ;  and  the  only  way  to  check 
that  is  to  say,  that  where  that  is  done  we  shall  follow  the  spirit  of 
the  Act  of  Parliament,  which  says*  that  the  costs  shall  be  in  tho 
discretion  of  the  Judge,  who  shall  direct  how  they  shall  be  allotted, 
bearing  in  view  whether  or  no  there  has  been  useless  expense  and 
vexation  caused.  That  is  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  That  being  so, 
I  can  only  say  that  though  here  the  Petitioners  have  succeeded,  I 
do  not  think  it  would  be  right  to  make  the  Respondents  bear  their 
coBts.  The  Respondents  having  failed  will  not  get  their  costs. 
In  this  particular  case,  and  under  the  particular  circumstances,  I 
direct  that  each  side  bear  their  own  costs." 

*  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  0.  41. 


f 

e 


CASE    XXVII. 

BOKOUGH  OF  BLACKBUKN. 

Before  Mr.  Jubtic?b  Willes,  March  12,  1869. 


PetitioTiers :  Messrs.  Potter  and  Feilden- 

Respondents :  Mr.  Hornby ;  Mr.  Feilden- 

Counsel  far  the  Petitioners:  Mr.  Digby  Seymour,  Q.C  ;  Mr.  R.  J.  Biron.  ; 

Mr.  Marriott. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Merriman  and  Pike. 

Counsel  for  the  Respondents :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine ;  Mr.  Leresche ; 

Mr.  Gorst. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Ridsdale  and  Cradock. 


The  petition  contained  allegations  of  bribery,  treating,  an 
undue  influence. 

The  5th  clause  alleged  that  the  Respondents  "  were  by  then 
selves,  their  agents,  friends,  and  managers  guilty  of  undul 
influencing  voters  to  vote  at  the  election,  and  have  committed  tl 
ofiFence  of  undue  influence  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corru] 
Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854  ;"  and  the  6th  clause,  "  that  not 
rious  and  systematic  corrupt  and  unlawful  practices  were  carric 
on  at  the  election  by  the  agents,  friends,  and  managers  of  t1 
Respondents." 

The  petition  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  charges  of  bribery  and  treating  were  abandoned. 
In  support  of  the  charges  alleging  undue  influence,  it  was  prov 
that  in  several  Tory  mills  in  the  borough  all  the  workmen  w 
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ventured  to  express  liberal  opinions,  or  who  declined  to  vote  at 
municipal  elections  for  the  Tory  candidates,  were  just  before  the 
parliamentary  election  in  some  instances  driven  out  from  the  mills, 
and  prevented  from  continuing  their  work  by  their  fellow- workmen, 
the  masters  looking  on  and  not  attempting  to  interfere  in  their 
behalf,  and  in  other  instances  discharged  by  their  masters.  A  little 
while  previous  to  these  acts  of  oppression,  a  circular  had  been  sent 
round  by  an  association  (which  the  candidates  afterwards  adopted 
in  place  of  a  committee)  to  every  "manager,  overlooker,  and 
tradesman  and  any  other  person  having  influence"  in  the  town,  re- 
questing them  to  *'  secure  in  the  municipal  elections  as  well  as  in 
the  parliamentary,  the  success  of  the  candidates  who  adhere  to 
the  constitution  in  church  and  state." 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

It  having  been  proved  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioners  (who  were  When  seat  not 

Whigs)  that  workmen  had  been  dismissed  from  certain  Tory  mills  aence  excnl- 

because  of  their  political  opinions,  a  witness  was  asked  in  re-  J!^°*» 

examination  :  —  party  not 

r\       T\  1  t>  till*  !•         admiasible. 

V-  "  Do  you  know  of  your  own  knowledge  of  any  man  being  /2\  230. 
turned  out  of  Spencer  s  mill  (which  was  a  Whig  mill)  ? " 
A,  "  No  men  were  turned  out" 

Q.  "  Did  Spencer  take  any  public  step  to  prevent  anything  of 
that  kind  happening  ?  " 
A,  "Yes." 

Q.  "Did  he  put  up  a  notice  in  his  mill  on  the  subject  ? " 
A.  "Yes." 

Mr.  Serjeant  BaUantine,  for  the  Respondents,  objected  to  the 

Petitioners  putting  in  evidence  of  this  kind,  and  submitted  that  if 

u  was  admitted  he  was  entitled  to  go  into  a  recriminatory  case. 

Iff.  Justice  WiLLES  said  that  inasmuch  as  the  seat  was  not 

^naed,  the  Respondents  had  it  not  in  their  power  to  set  up  a 

'^minatory  case.     He  was,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  Peti- 

^oners  had  no  right  to  commence  by  proving  that  their  party  was 

^i^nocent  of  something  of  which  they  were  not  accused     If,  how- 

^^er,  in  the  course  of  the  Respondents*  case  anything  should  be 

*'^wn  out  against  the  character  of  any  particular  mill-owner  upon 

^he  Whig  side,  he  would  permit  that  mill-owner  to  come  forward 

p  2 
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and  give  any  explanation  he  liked,  not  as  a  witness,  but  merelj 
with  a  view  to  fair  play. 

But,  if  the  evidence  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of  proving  thai 
certain  means  had  been  taken  by  certain  Whig  mill-owners  which 
had  had  the  effect  of  pacifying  their  hands,  and  that,  therefore, 
one  ought  to  conclude  that  the  same  means  if  taken  by  the  Tory 
mill-owners  would  have  had  a  similar  effect  upon  their  hands,  that 
was,  in  his  opinion,  too  vague  an  inquiry  to  go  into. 

Liability  of  It  was  proved  that  on  the  12th  of  October,  that  is  about  a  month 

respondents 

for  acts  of  a  before  the  election,  a  circular  was  issued  by  an  association  in  the 
adopted^  town  Called  the  Conservative  Association,  addressed  to  "every 
them  in  pla^     manager,  overlooker,  and  tradesman,  and  any  other  person  having 

influence"  in  the  town  of  Blackburn,  requesting  them  to  "secure 
in  the  municipal  elections  as  well  as  the  parliamentary  the  suc- 
cess "  of  the  Respondents ;  and  it  went  on  to  say,  "  we  venture  to 
urge  upon  you  most  strongly  the  necessity  of  vigorous  personal 
effort  to  secure  the  return "  ....  of  the  Respondents.  ThiJ 
circular  was  afterwards  adopted  by  the  Respondents,  and  the  asBO- 
ciation  which  had  issued  it  was  adopted  by  them  in  place  of  ^ 
committee  for  the  management  of  the  election. 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — 
"  This  circular  must  be  taken  as  being  the  act  of  the  RespoB 
dents  just  as  much  as  if  each  of  them  had  written  a  letter  to  thi 
effect  to  every  "manager,  overlooker,  and  tradesman,  and  an 
other  person  having  influence  "  in  the  town.  It  is  a  power  c 
attorney  to  the  extent  to  which  it  goes  to  every  individual  in  an; 
of  those  classes  to  do  that  which  the  circular  requests  him  to  do 
It  must  be  looked  to,  I  think,  as  the  foundation  of  authority  anc 
agency,  such  as  existed  in  the  election.  Of  course  it  would  be 
prodigious  to  say  that  it  at  once  made  every  overlooker  in  the 
place  an  agent  of  the  Tory  candidates.  That  would  be  quite  oul 
of  the  question,  because  if  it  were  so  it  would  follow  in  strictnea 
of  law  that  they  would  be  equally  answerable  for  the  acts  of  th< 
overlookers  of  the  opposite  way  of  thinking,  or  that  they  wouli 
be  liable  to  be  unseated  for  acts  done  in  bad  faith  by  some  persoi 
who  pretended  to  be  an  agent  of  theirs  for  the  purpose  of  betra] 
ing  them  by  doing  acts  which  might  eventually  invalidate  Ht 
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election.  But  it  appears  to  me  that  its  effect  was  to  make  an 
agent  of  every  person  having  authority  down  to  the  last  grade, 
that  of  overlookers  over  the  hands,  and  to  request,  and  therefore 
authorise,  each  such  to  influence  the  hands  who  were  under  him 
for  the  purpose  of  inducing  them  to  vote  for  the  candidates  upon 
whose  behalf  this  document  was  issued,  and  any  overlooker,  and 
consequently  anybody  in  that  or  any  higher  grade,  who  bond  fide 
took  up  the  Tory  side,  and  who  acted  upon  the  circular  and  did 
canvass  for  the  Respondents,  became  their  agent,  and  his  acts  did 
bind  them." 

Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
unseated  on  the  ground  of  intimidation  by  agents,  as  charged  in 
the  5th  clause  of  the  petition. 

As  to  the  6th  clause,  he  said  : — 

*It  was  suggested  by  the  petition  that  undue  influence  and  in-   Meaning  of 
timidation  of  the  description  charged  had  extended  (because  so  I   "notorious 
must  read  the  general  clause  with  which  the  petition  concludes,  the  corruptb™*^^ 
6th  clause)  to  such  a  length  as  to  be  general,  and  that  the  election 
ought  to  be  declared  void  upon  the  ground  of  general  corruption 
•^whether   in   the   shape   of    the   abandoned   charges    (those   of 
bribery  and  treating)  or  of  the  charge  adhered  to  (that  of  undue 
wfluence) — extending  to  such  a  body  of  persons  in  the  borough 
4at,  quite  apart  from  any  influence  of  members  or  their  agents, 
there  was  no  freedom  of  election  here." 

He  then  went  on  to  state  that  this  charge  of  general  corruption 
bad  not  been  substantiated. 

As  to  the  law  relating  to  agency,  he  said  : — 

"Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  this  law;  it  has  existed  for  a  very  Law  as  to 
considerable  period,  I  believe  certainly  from  as  early  as  the  time  of  a^nte^ex^ 
James  L     Some  265  years  ago   the   general   principle   was   laid  pl^i'^®^ 
down  upon  the  first  and  only  occasion  upon  which  the  jurisdiction 
of  the   House   of    Commons   over  parliamentary  elections   was 
seriously  questioned,*  and  upon  which  occasion  it  was  confirmed. 
And  it  is  enacted  and  settled  as  the  law  by  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Prevention  Act  of  1854,  s.  36,  which,  to  my  mind,  does  no  more 
^han  lay  down  in  very  distinct  terms  that  which  has  been  always 

♦  Goodwin's  case,  2  State  Trials,  91. 
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the  understood  law  of  Parliament,  or  rather  the  common  law  o 

the  land,  with  respect  to  the  election  of  Members  of  ParUament 

that  is  to  say,  that  no  matter  how  well  the  Member  may  have  ocm 

ducted  himself  in  the  election,  no  matter  how  clear  his  charactei 

may  be  from  any  imputation  of  corrupt  practice  in  the  matter,  yei 

if  an  authorised  agent  of  his,  a  person  who  has  been  set  in  motioii 

by  him  to  conduct  the  election,  or  canvass  voters  on  his  behalf,  if 

in  the  course  of  his  agency  guilty  of  corrupt  practices,  an  election 

obtained  under  such  circumstances  cannot  be  maintained.    As  it 

has  been  expressed  from  early  time,  no  person  can  win  and  wear  a 

prize  upon  whose  behalf  the  contest  has  not  been  legitimately  and 

fairly  carried  on,  or,  as  it  was  expressed  upon  the  occasion  to  which 

I  refer,  non  coroiiabitur  qui  non  legitime  certaverit,  which  ia 

only  so  much  in  Latin  showing  the  antiquity  of   the  principle 

which  I  have  already  expressed  in  English  ;  and  whether  it  be 

that  the  person  who  contends  in  respect  of  any  unfair  play  of  his 

own,  whether  it  be  the  owner  of  a  horse  in  respect  of  the  unfidr 

play  of  his  jockey,  whether  it  be  the  owner  of  a  ship  in  respect  of 

the  fault  of  his  steersman,  or  the  hoisting  of  an  additional  sail 

against  the  rules  of  the  race  by  one  of  the  seamen ;  or  whethei 

it  be  a  candidate  in  a  parliamentary  contest  in  respect  of  his  agent 

in  every  one  of  those  cases,  whether  it  has  been  the  principal  wh< 

has  been  guilty  of  illegality,  or  whether  the  illegality  has  beei 

committed  by  his  agent  only,  even  without  his  authority  or  againff 

his  will,  provided  it  be  done  in  his  agency  and  for  the  suppose^ 

benefit  of  his  principal,  such  principal  must  bear  the  brunt,  an^ 

cannot  hold  the  benefit  in  respect  of  that  in  which  the  agent  ha 

compromised  him,  and  would  in  a  matter  of  this  description  har« 

also  betrayed  the  public,  who  have  a  right  that  a  just  electioi 

shall  be  had.     The  amount  of  the  injury  done  by  the  agent,  if  th< 

injury  has  been  done  of  the  character  which  I  have  described,  i 

immaterial.     If  an  agent  bribe  one  voter  with  2«.  6c?.,  and  tha 

voter  votes  for  the  candidate,  election  void.     If  an  agent  bribe  on< 

voter  with  2d.  6d.,  and  the  voter  taking  the  2«.  6<i.  with  purpose,  ex 

press  or  implied,  of  voting  accordingly,  should  break  his  promise,  an( 

vote  for  the  other  side,  election  still  void.  Although  the  result  of  th 

bribe  was  nothing  as  to  the  poll,  the  result  was  in  point  of  law  that  ai 

illegality  of  so  gross  a  character  and  so  difficult  to  trace  would  hav 
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»Q  committed,  that  no  election  would  be  safe,  no  community  would 

5  sore  but  that  elections  were  gained  by  the  exercise  of  corrupt 

ractioes,  unless,  for  the  sake  of  all,  the  election  in  which  an  agent 

kas  been  guilty  of  such  a  malpractice  were  held  void  as  against 

ihe  principal  of  that  agent     It  is  not  by  way  of  punishment  to 

ibe  principal  that  the  election  is  held  void,  it  is  not  because  the 

majority  has  been  swayed  or  even  affected  by  the  malpractice  that 

the  election  is  held  void,  but  it  is  because  malpractices  designated 

SB  corrapt  by  the  common  law  and  by  the  Legislature  in  the  Cor- 

lopt  Practices  Act,  are  so  odious  and  are  so  dangerous,  that  it  is 

thought  better  to  hold  void  an  election  where  either  such  practices 

ha?e  generally  prevailed,  whether  traceable  to  a  Member  or  his 

agents  or  not,  or  where  a  single  instance  of  such  corrupt  practice 

las  been  distinctly  traced  to  the  Member  or  to  an  agent  of  the 

Hember." 

On  the  subject  of  intimidation  by  dismissal  from  employment, 
he  said : — 

"Is  it  undue  influence  within  the  meaning  of  this  fifth  section  DiBmissal  on 
to  discharge  servants  who  have  votes  on  the  eve  of  a  pai'liamentary  ^^  opinions, 
dection  upon  the  gi'ound  of  their  politics    difiering  from  their  ind"^*  u^: 

*  °  *  .  .        fluence,  evi- 

nasters  ?  It  has  been  argued  by  my  brother  Ballantine  that  with  dence. 
lespect  to  a  person  so  sent  away,  he  is  sent,  so  to  speak,  into  the 
enemy's  camp ;  he  is  not  influenced  directly,  he  is  sent  from 
influence ;  it  is  only  made  worse  for  him  that  he  has  been  of  a 
certain  political  sect.  He  is  sent  away ;  and  it  might  be  said  that 
all  idea  of  influence  is  removed,  because  he  is  not  only  sent  away 
into  the  enemy's  camp,  but  he  is  sent  away  angered  by  the  ill- 
treatment  he  has  received  ;  he  has  been  persecuted,  and  therefore 
le  is  more  likely  to  crown  his  martyrdom  by  voting  for  the  other 
ode.  Therefore  it  is  said  no  harm  is  done,  and  there  has  been  no 
violation  of  section  5  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act. 
Veil,  that  may  be  so  in  an  individual  case.  A  good  deal  would 
depend  upon  the  circumstances,  for  instance,  as  to  whether  the 
^juiy  inflicted  upon  him  was  an  injury  which  would  make  him 
likely  to  change  his  mind  in  order  that  he  might  be  taken  back 
^to  the  service  of  the  person  who  discharged  him ;  or  that  he 
^ht  be  taken,  notwithstanding  that  discharge,  into  the  service  of 
^me  other  person  of  the  same  political  opinions  as  the  master  who 
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Motive  for 
diBmiBsal. 

Intimidation. 


had  dismissed  him.  But  the  matter  is  not  at  all  concluded  here 
because  the  section  says  that  the  undue  influence  which  is  repre 
hended  by  it  shall  not  be  practised,  whether  directly  or  indirectly 
and  it  is  not  because  the  one  man  who  may  be  shoved  or  hooted 
or  pelted  with  mud,  or  dismissed  from  his  employment  on  account 
of  his  political  opinions,  may,  if  he  is  a  man  of  independence,  be 
only  the  more  fortified  in  them,  and  only  be  influenced  against  the 
persons  who  ill-treated  him,  that  therefore  no  influence  is  exercised 
upon  other  persons  of  the  same  class.  On  the  contrary,  whilst  the 
strong-minded  would  be  influenced  against  the  intimidation,  the 
weak-minded  and  the  waverers,  whether  in  the  same  employment 
or  in  others  under  like  circumstances,  would,  or  might  be  deterred. 
That  they  might  be  deterred  is  suflScient  I  conceive  it  to  be 
clear  that  the  '  practice  of  intimidation '  mentioned  in  the  fifth 
section  is  a  phrase  carefully  used  to  avoid  the  sort  of  quibble  whidi 
persons  who  are  not  lawyers  suppose  has  arisen  in  cases  of  highway 
robbery,  where  the  indictment  used  to  contain  the  words  '  putting 
him  in  fear  of  his  life,*  and  the  prosecutor  a  brave  man,  being 
asked,  *  On  your  oath,  were  you  in  fear  of  your  life  ? '  replied,  *  On 
my  oath,  I  was  not/  In  order  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  any 
quibbles  of  that  kind  the  Legislature  in  the  fifth  section  usee 
language  which  makes  it  undue  influence  to  practise  intimidation 
directly  or  indirectly  with  intent  to  influence  the  vote  of  a  single 
voter.  Whether  the  voter  be  the  person  ill-treated,  or  whethei 
the  ill-treatment  be  violence  or  damage  done  by  the  removal  o 
custom  or  business,  or  employment,  is  immaterial  If  it  is  don< 
with  a  view  to  affect  votes,  or  interfere  with  the  free  exercise  o 
the  franchise,  it  is  within  the  prohibition  of  the  fifth  section, 
think,  therefore,  that  the  proper  answer  to  the  question  which 
have  put  is  that  the  wrongful  dismissal  by  an  employer  of 
voter  or  voters  from  his  emplojrment  shortly  befoi^e  the  geneK 
election,  upon  the  ground  of  his  political  opinion,  is  evidence  ( 
intimidation  witliin  the  fifth  section." 

As  to  dismissal,  partly  on  political  and  partly  on  other  ground 
he  said  :— 

"  Another  question  arises  a^  to  the  dismissal  of  workmen  by  the 
masters  immediately  before  a  parliamentary  election,  and  that 
this :  where  an  employer  has  a  mixed  motive  for  dismiBsing  h 
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man,  where  he  has  a  reason  for  getting  rid  of  him  apart  from  his 
politics,  is  the  employer  bound,  in  point  of  law,  to  abstain  from 
getting  rid  of  him  merely  because  of  the  general  election  coming 
on  ?  Well,  I  think  that  in  point  of  law  as  an  abstract  question,  he 
is  not  bound  to  abstain.  But  I  think  any  sensible  man  or  sound 
lawyer  advising  him  would  say,  '  You  may  do  so,  but  take  care 
how  you  do  so,  because  unless  you  prove  clearly  that  you  have 
a  good  ground  for  discharging  your  servant  apart  from  the  political 
one,  it  is  inevitable  that  your  discharge  of  him  will  be  imputed  to 
your  disUke  not  of  the  man  himself,  but  of  his  politica* " 

As  to  costs,  he  said : — 

"One  matter  to  decide  is  whether  I  ought  to  condemn  the  Oosta. 
Respondents  in  the  costs  of  these  proceedings.  In  determining 
that,  it  was  my  duty  to  examine  the  couree  which  the  proceedings 
have  taken,  and  I  found  that  in  these  proceedings  charges  have 
been  made  of  a  very  extensive  character,  both  against  the  borough 
of  Blackburn  and  against  the  sitting  Members,  especially  as  to  the 
Respondent  Hornby  personally,  which  have  whoUy  failed.  These 
charges  constituted  a  great  portion  of  the  staple  of  the  petition ; 
they  were  alleged,  and  persisted  in  up  to  a  late  moment,  and  they 
were  in  part  only  withdrawn,  and  certainly  not  withdrawn  in  a 
numner  that  I  could  have  desired  when  the  petition  came  on.  There 
^  no  ground  whatever  for  having  made  them  ;  and  taking  into 
consideration  all  the  circumstances  under  which  the  unfortunate 
temsactions  occurred,  I  have  come  most  clearly  to  the  conclusion 
^t  the  case  is  an  exceptional  one  with  respect  to  costs,  and  that 
I  ought  not  to  make  an  order  with  respect  to  costs  on  either 


i 


CASE  xxvin. 
BOKOUGH   OF  KING'S  LYNN. 

Before  Mb.  Baron  Martin,  March  16,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Armes  and  Holditch. 
Respondent:  Hon.  R.  Bourke. 
Counsel  for  the  Petitioners:  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Mr.  Kenelm  K  Di{ 

Agent:  Mr.  Beard. 
Counsel  for  the  Respondent:  Mr.  H.  Qiffard,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Mclntyre. 

Agent :  Mr.  Henry  Smith. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  A 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  evidence  in  support  of  the  petition  failed  altoget 
establish  a  case. 

In  the  course  of  the  case  : — 
„  .  Mr.  John  Goddard  Wigg  was  asked  by  Mr.  Pigby  for  th« 

iwhat  district       tioncrs, 

reported  as  the       Q-  "Did  you  conduct  the  canvass  on  behalf  of  Sir  Fowell  B 
l^^^^w'"    the  unsuccessful  candidate?" 

canvass,  not 

strictly  ad-  A,  "1  kept    the   cauvass  as  reported  to  me  by  the  r 

missihle.  x  ^ 

Canvassers  canvassers." 

should  be  Q-  "  Did   you  kcop    a   book   embodying  the   result  of 

«^*^  reports  ? " 

'''''  A,  "Yes.'' 
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Q.  "  Will  you  say  generally  what  result  your  books  showed  the 
night  before  the  election  ? " 

Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  the  question.  He 
requested  that  this  should  be  proved  by  calling  the  canvassers 
themselves. 

Mr.  Baron  Maetin  : — "  What  persons  reported  to  the  witness  is 
not  admissible  as  evidence,  but  in  every  case  yet  that  I  have  tried 
it  has  been  given  without  objection ;  but  as  it  is  now  objected  to> 
let  the  canvassers  first  show  their  returns,  then  it  will  be  compe- 
tent for  this  witness  to  state  the  result  in  the  same  way  as  an 
accountant." 

Upon  a  witness,  John  Hall,  whose  name  was  not  in  the  parti-  No  cridenoe 
culars,  being  called  to  prove  general  treating  at  a  certain  public-  of  treating 

house,  admiBsible. 

*  unless  name 

Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Respondent,  objected.  ^  p®"^^ 

Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  submitted  that  he  might  give  evidence  of  in  particulars, 
general  treating  without  the  name  either  of  the  person  who  had  (^)  ^^^* 
l>een  treated,  or  of  the  public-house  where  the  treating  took  place 
^ing  in  the  particulars. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  although  ho  did  not  think  it  was  neces- 
sary to  give  the  name  of  the  public- house,  objected  to  receive  any 
evidence  whatever  as  to  treating  from  a  person  who  had  been 
treated,  if  his  name  was  not  down  in  the  particulars  furnished. 

A  witness,  Page,  called  for  the  Petitioners,  stated  that  he  was  a  Statement  by 
supporter  of  the   unsuccessful  candidate ;  that  on  one   occasion  ^den^.  ^^ 
previous  to  the  election  he  went  into  a  public-house  and  found  (l)  82. 
there  a  number  of  men  being  served  with  drink  gratis.     Seeing 
there  one  Medlock,  an  active  supporter  of  the  Respondent's  party, 
he  asked  him  whether  the  persons  who  were  drinking  there  gratis 
^ere  voters  or  not,  and  he  answered  that  they  all  were. 

Mr.  Chiffard,  for  the   Respondent,  objected  that  this  was  not 

evidence  against  the  Respondent.     Assuming  that  Medlock  was 

subsequently  proved  to  be  an  agent,  it  did  not  necessarily  follow 

that  everything  he  said  would  bind  the  Respondent,  though  what 

ie  did  might  aflfect  the  Respondent. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  The  act  of  an  agent  is  evidence  against 
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a  Bespondent,  but,  speaking  generally,  it  is  confined  to  tb^ 
though  it  is  possible  that  he  may  be  such  an  agent  as  to  make  t^ 
statements  evidence  also.     But  clearly  you  cannot  make  use  of 
statement  made  by  an  agent  upon  a  matter  with  which  the  sgem^^ 
is  not  connected,  which  is  really  nothing  more  than  hearsay.'* 


Statements 
by  a  voter 
eyidence  to 
inyalidate  his 
Yote  upon  a 
scrutiny,  but 
not  to  affect 
Respondent's 
seat. 

(1)  39. 


A  witness,  Charles  Smith,  was  called  for  the  Petitioners,  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  that  he  had  been  bribed  to  vote  for  the 
Bespondent,  and  was  asked, — 

Q,  "  Did  you  receive  anything  for  voting  for  the  Respondent  t" 

A,  "No.'* 

Q.  ''  Did  you  ever  say  to  Mr.  Battenham  that  you  had  been  well 
paid  for  your  day's  work  ? " 

A.  "No." 

Mr.  Dighy,  for  the  Petitioners,  then  asked  leave  to  call  Mr. 
Battenham  to  contradict  the  witness  Smith,  and  to  prove  that  at 
the  time  he  gave  his  vote  he  admitted  he  had  been  bribed,  and 
that  an  objection  was  then  taken. 

Ml*.  Baron  Martin  : — "  If  you  do,  that  will  not  be  evidence 
against  the  Respondent  It  would  affect  this  man's  vote  upon  a 
scrutiny,  but  to  aflFect  the  Respondent's  seat,  you  must  prove  by 
evidence  that  this  man  was  actually  bribed,  not  merely  that  the 
man  said  he  was  bribed." 


Agency  ceases 
with  the 
election. 


It  having  been  proved  that  one  Bagge,  after  the  election  was 
over,  sent  presents  of  hares  to  a  number  of  the  persons  who  voted 
for  the  Respondent, 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 

"  Where  was  the  agency  of  Mr.  Bagge  with  respect  to  this  ? 
What  is  there  to  show  that  there  was  an  agency  in  him  after  the 
election  ?  Assuming  him  to  have  been  a  canvasser  for  the 
Respondent,  and  to  have  been  his  agent  during  the  election, 
his  agency  ceased  when  the  election  was  over.  I  have  stated  that 
as  my  opinion  before,*  and  if  it  were  necessary  in  this  case  I  would 
reserve  it  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas." 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Bespondent 
duly  elected. 

♦  Vide  ante,  pa^  136—1 10. 
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As  to  the  principle  upon  which  the  inquiry  should  be  conducted,  Principle  on 
he  spoke  to  the  same  effect  as  in  the  Wigan  case.*  ahonld  be 

conducted. 

As  to  costs,  he  said : — 

'It  seems  to  me  costs  must  follow  the  event.  There  is  a  Costs, 
misapprehension  with  respect  to  costs.  It  is  supposed  that  im- 
posing the  payment  of  costs  is  a  sort  of  punishment.  There  is 
no  punishment  in  it,  nor  is  it  intended  to  be  so.  The  law  does 
not  mean  it  as  a  punishment.  A  petition  has  been  brought  and 
has  failed.  The  Respondent  has  been  put  to  expense  by  reason  of 
it,  and  it  is  but  reasonable  that  he  should  be  indemnified  against 
tiiat  expense.  It  is  merely  an  indemnification  of  the  expense  that 
a  man  has  been  put  to  by  reason  of  an  unsuccessful  suit,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  this  case  to  except  it  from  the  ordinary  rule." 

*  Vide  ante,  page  192. 


CASE  TTTTY 


BOROUGH  OF  DOVER. 

Before  Mb.  Baron  Martin,  March  23,  1869l 


Petitioner:  Mr.  Helliott. 
Respondent :  Major  Dickson. 
Countel  for  Petitioner :  Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood  and  Mr.  Shaw. 

Agent :  Mr.  A.  T.  Hewitt 

Coumelfor  Respondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ball  an  tine  ;  Mr.  Francia. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Stevens,  Wilkinson,  and  Harria. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &a,  but 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  case  was  opened  as  one  of  bribery  and  treating,  but  as  the 
witnesses  who  were  expected  to  substantiate  these  charges  proved 
to  be  quite  unworthy  of  belief,  permission  was  asked  to  withdraw 
the  whole  case. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  that  was  the  best  course  that  could  be 
taken  under  the  circumstances,  and  therefore  declared  the  Respon- 
dent duly  elected. 

Co«t<»-  Costs  followed  the  event. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Directions  A  witness  was  called  for  the  Petitioner  to  prove  that  one  Church- 

to'witnMs**"    ward,  an  agent  of  the  Respondent,  had  been  guilty  of  corrupt 
is  evidence,       treating,  and  he  was  asked  : — 
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Q.  "  Did    Mr.   Churchward    give  you  any  directions  at  any  but  not  a  mere 

time?"  *    J^Sr*- 

The  question  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  what  Church- 
ward said  to  the  witness  was  not  evidence  against  the  Respondent. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin: — "A  direction  might  be  evidence;  a 
mere  statement  of  a  fact  made  by  Churchward  to  witness^  and 
coming  within  the  character  of  hearsay  evidence^  would  not  be 
evidence." 

A.  "  Mr.  Churchward  told  me  not  to  go  too  fast.  I  suppose  he 
meant  in  the  way  of  treating,  or  something  of  that  sort 

Q,  "  You  were  not  to  be  too  fast.  Did  he  make  any  allusion  to 
the  previous  election  ?" 

This  question  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  come 
within  the  rule  just  laid  down  by  the  Court,  but  was  allowed  to  be 
put. 

Q,   **  Did  Churchward  say  anything  about  getting  the  Respondent 

in  ? 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  : — "  That  is  not  evidence.  You  may  get 
firom  this  witness  any  direction  that  Churchward  gave  him,  but 
conversation  with  respect  to  what  was  the  prospect  of  the  election 
is  going  beyond  that  quite." 


CASE  XXX. 


BOROUGH  OF  BRECON. 

Befobe  Mb.  Babon  Mabtin,  Apbil  8,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Mr.  Lucas  and  another. 
Respondent :  Mr.  Howell  Gwyn. 
Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Hon.  E.  Chandos  LeigL 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 
Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Hardinge  Qiffard,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  C.  S.  C  Bowen. 

Agent:  Mr.  H.  Roscoe. 

The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  bat 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  a  voter,  New,  who  had  acted  as  a  spy  for 
the  Petitioners'  party,  had,  during  the  course  of  the  electi(»i, 
received  a  bribe  from  a  person  who  was  admitted  to  be  an  agent 
of  the  Respondent 


Non-deliveiy 
of  particular 
in  time  not  a 
bar  to  pro- 
ceeding with 
the  case. 

(1)2. 


At  the  commencement  of  the  case, — 

Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Respondent,  took  the  preUminaiy  objecticm 
that  the  service  of  particulars  was  not  such  as  was  contemplated 
by  the  Act,  inasmuch  as  the  particulars  were  not  delivered  three 
days  before  the  trial  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  overruled  the  objection. 


Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
unseated,  on  the  ground  of  bribery  by  agent. 


Goita. 


Costs  followed  the  event. 


CASE  XXXI. 

COUNTY  OF  YORK,  WEST  RIDING 

(SOUTHERN  DIVISION). 
Before  Mb.   Baron  Martin,  April  13,  1869. 


Case  L 

Petitioners:  Hon.  F.  D.  Stuart  Wortley ;  Mr.  G.  Wilton  Chambera. 

Begpondents :  Lord  Milton,  Mr.  H.  F.  Beaumont. 

Counsel  far  Petitioners:  Mr.  Maule,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Shaw  ;  Mr.  Jeune. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose,  and  Norton  ;  Mr.  Freeman. 

Counsel  far  Respondent,  Lord  MiUon  :  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry ; 

Mr.  Campbell  Forster. 

Agent:  Mr.  Gainsford. 

Counsel  for  Respondent,  Beaumont:  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ; 

Hon.  £.  Chandos  Leigh. 

Agent :  Mr.  Mills. 


petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
prayed   that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Bespondents  were  not 
;    duly  elected,  and  that  Messi*s.  Stanhope  and  Starkey,  or  one  of 
theniy  was  duly  elected. 


Case  II. 

Petitioner  :  Mr.  W.  T.  W.  Spencer  Stanhope. 

Respondent :  Mr.  H.  F.  Beaumont. 

Counsel  f 01^  Petitioner :  Mr.  Maule,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Shaw ;  Mr.  Jeune. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose,  and  Norton ;  Mr.  Freeman. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Hon.  £.  Chandos  Leigh. 

Agent :  Mr.  Mills. 


The  petition  alleged  that  the  Petitioner  had  a  majority  of  legal 
votes  at  the  election,  and  prayed  the  seat  for  the  Petitioner  upon 
a  scrutiny. 
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At  the  commencement  of  the  case, 
Particnlars  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respondent  Lord  Milton,  sta 

j^^J  that  a  list  containing  the  names  of  twenty-two  persons  alleged 

have  been  bribed,  had  been  delivered  to  the  London  agent  of  t 
Respondent  at  7  p.m.  on  the  previous  Saturday  (it  being  th 
Tuesday)  ;  the  order  having  been  that  such  list  should  be  d 
livered  three  clear  days  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  tri 
of  the  case.  He  submitted  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  li 
was  inadmissible. 

Mr.   Baron   Martin  ruled  that  the  list  not  having  been  d 

livered  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  order  was  inadmissible 

Mr.  Maule,  for  the  Petitioners,  stated  that  after  his  Lordshi] 

decision,  he  could  not  proceed  with  the  question  of  bribery,  a 

that  Case  L  would  be  abandoned. 

Eecriminatory        Before  the  commencement  of  the  hearing  of  Case  II., 
into  before  Mr.  Maule,  for  the  Petitioner,  suggested  that,  in  order  to  a 

Bcrutmy.  ^j^^  tiTae  of  the  Court,  the  agents  on  both  sides  should  meet  8 

set  off  one  vote  against  the  other. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respondent,  said  that  before  tl 
course  could  be  adopted,  the  recriminatory  case  against  1 
Petitioner  must  be  gone  into,  for  if  the  Petitioner  was  disqualif 
from  sitting  as  a  member,  it  would  preclude  the  necessity  of  p 
ceeding  with  the  scrutiny.  He  then  opened  the  recriminat* 
case. 

In  the  course  of  the  recriminatory  case. 
Payment  of  It  was  proved  that  several  voters  living  at  Penistone,  who 

pensesof  voters  polUng-place  was  SheflSeld,  had  their  railway  fare  paid  for  the 
to  Sr^?'""  ^^^  Penistone  to  Sheffield  by  an  agent  of  the  candidate  Stanboi 
(2)  189.  Sheffield  cattle  fair  was  on  the  polling-day,  and  in  any  event  th 

would  have  come  to  Sheffield  that  day,  but  the  agent  paid  th< 
fare  in  order  to  induce  them  to  come  and  poll  early. 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  said  that,  although  he  was  of  opinion  tl 
this  payment  of  railway  fares  was  contraiy  to  the  Corrupt  Practi 
Act,  1854,  yet  inasmuch  as  it  was  a  point  that  had  not  arii 
before,  he  should  not  decide  upon  its  legality  himself,  but  she 
reserve  it  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
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At  the  close  of  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  recriminatory 
case,  and  before  any  decision  was  given  thereupon, 

Mr.  Maule,  for  the  Petitioners,  stated  that  he  had  decided,  with 
the  consent  of  the  Court,  to  withdraw  the  petition. 

Leave  was  then  given  to  withdraw  the  petition,  and 

Mr.  Baron  Martin,  in  his  judgment,  said,  as  to  the  withdrawal 
of  the  petition: — 

"I  have  no  doubt  the  course  pursued  by  counsel  is  the  right  aeaaonwhy 
and  proper  one.  In  this  case  the  objection  to  Lord  Milton's  »«»*^c»?? 
election  was   abandoned,  and   thereupon  it  became   a  question  pensedwith 

and  petition 

whether  the  Respondent  Beaumont  or  Mr.  Stanhope  was  legally  allowed  to  be 
elected.    The  direct  mode  of  testing  that  would  have  been  to  have  ^       ^^' 
ascertained  for  which  of  them  the  greater  number  of  legal  votes 
was  given,  or,  in  other  words,  to  have  gone  into  a  scrutiny.     This 
would  naturally  have  been  the  first  question  entered  upon  yester- 
day morning,  when  we  commenced  this  inquiry.     But  that  is  not 
the  course  which  the  case  took.     By  the   53rd  section   of  the 
Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  it  is  enacted  that  upon  a  trial 
of  a  petition  complaining  of  undue  return  and  claiming  the  seat, 
M  the  Petitioner  did  in  this  case,  the  Respondent  may  prove  that 
the  election  of  the  Petitioner  was  undue,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
he  (the  Respondent)  had  presented  a  petition  against  him.     By 
virtue  of  that  section  we  have  been  engaged  these  two  days  upon, 
not  whether  the  Respondent  or  the  Petitioner  was  the  legally 
elected  Member,  but  whether  or  not  something  had  not  been  done 
on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner  which  incapacitated  him  from  being 
elected  a  Member  at  all.     Supposing  that  question  had  been  tried 
out  and  I  had  decided  it  against  the  Petitioner,  the  only  eflfect 
^ould  have  been  that  the  Petitioner  would  in  any  event  have 
^n  prevented  from  sitting  for  the  Southern  Division  of  the  West 
Biding  of  Yorkshire  during  the  present  Parliament.     But  what- 
ever decision  I  had  come  to  as  to  the  question,  we  must  then  have 
entered  upon  the  scrutiny  before  the  determination  of  the  case, 
Wuse  the  question  in  the  scrutiny  would  be  which  of  these 
gentlemen  had  the  majority  of  legal  votes,    and,    assuming  the 
Petitioner  to  have  been  personally  incapacitated,  that  would  not 
"*ve  affected  the  votes  of  the  persons  who  gave  their  votes  for 
*^>  they  being  ignorant  of  it    They  would  have  been  perfectly 

Q  2 
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good  votes,  and  the  persons  who  were  the  supporters   of  the 
Petitioner  would  have  a  right  to  have  it  detennined  whether  or 
not  the  Respondent  was  sent  to  Parliament  by  a  legal  majority. 
I  cannot  conceive  a  more  unsatisfactory  inquiry." 
Costs.  j^  iq  costs,  he  said  : — 

"  There  is  one  thing  upon  which  I  am  to  exercise  a  discretion, 
that  is,  as  to  costs.  As  to  the  Bespondent  Beaumont,  assuming 
the  case  stood  on  the  scrutiny,  I  would  not  have  given  costs  on 
either  side ;  because  I  think,  in  a  constituency  of  19,000,  a  gentle- 
man who  has  been  rejected  only  by  a  majority  of  eight  may 
reasonably  come  forward  to  ascertain  what  the  true  majority  was. 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  evidence  might  not  have  been  given 
to  alter  my  opinion,  but,  as  at  present  advised,  I  should  not  have 
given  costs  on  either  side. 

"  As  to  the  Respondent  Lord  Milton,  the  case  was  abandoned 
against  him,  and  primd  facie  he  would  be  entitled  to  his  costs ; 
but  I  cannot  give  them.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  there  has  been 
conduct  on  both  sides,  to  which  both  sides  had  no  idea  that  any 
objection  could  be  taken ;  that  is,  entertainment  was  given  to 
voters  upon  the  day  of  polling.  Both  sides  seem  to  have  given  it; 
and  I  think  it  was  highly  honourable  that  it  was  not  insisted  upon 
against  the  two  successful  candidates.  It  was  the  course  that* 
gentleman  would  take  ;  having  done  it  himself,  he  would  not  put 
it  forth  as  illegal  on  the  part  of  his  opponent.  Nevertheless,  it 
was  an  illegal  act,  and  I  think  a  person  standing  in  the  position  I 
do  ought  to  say  so." 


CASE  xxxn. 

BOROUGH  OF  HASTINGS. 

Befobb  Mb.  Justice  Blackburk,  April  13,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Calthorpe  and  Sutton. 
Respondents  :  Mr.  T.  Brassey ;  Mr.  F.  North* 
CUn&nsel  for  Petitioners,  in  hath  cases  :  Mr.  Qififard,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Middleton. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose,  and  Norton. 
unsel  for  Respondent  Brassey  :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  C.  S.  C.  Bowen. 

AgerUs  :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 
Counsel  for  Respondent  North :  Mr.  Powell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Holland. 

Agent :  Mr.  Durrant  Cooper. 


The  petitions  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c., 
3ut  did  not  pray  the  seat 

It  was  proved  that  there  was  formed  on  the  Liberal  side  an 

aasociation  for  attending  to  the  registration.     This  association  paid 

Aose  who  lost  a  day's  work  by  coming  up  and  supporting  their 

votes  or  claims.      But,   inasmuch   as  this   payment  was  made 

at  the  time  of  the  registration,  and  not  immediately  before  the 

election,  and  inasmuch  as  nothing  was  given  which  enabled  the 

men  who  came  up  to  make  any  gain  by  so  coining,  it  was  held 

there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  these  payments  were  made 
corruptly. 

It  was  abo  proved  that  refreshments  were  provided  gratis  for 
^^  persons  who  attended  the  registration  courts ;  also  that  at  the 
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municipal  elections  refreshments  were  given  to  voters,  but  there 
was  no  evidence  to  show  that  treating,  on  either  of  these  occasioiifi^ 
was  intended  to  influence  the  parliamentary  election*     Evidence 
was  given  to  show  that  the  wife  of  the  Respondent  Brassej  had 
been  guilty  of  personal    bribery,  but    it  completely  failed  io 
establish  a  case. 

The  other  evidence  as  to  bribery  also  broke  down. 


Layiflh  house' 
hold  expendi- 
ture for  the 
purpose  of 
influencing 
election 
generally  not 
illegal. 


Isolated  act  of 
bribery  must 
be  clearly 
proved. 


In  the  course  of  the  case, — 

It  was  proved  that  some  time  previous  to  the  election  a  lavidi 
household  expenditure  had  gone  on  in  the  establishment  of  the 
Bespondent  Brassey,  and  this  was  said  to  have  been  done  for  the 
purpose  of  influencing  the  election  generally,  but  not  of  influ- 
encing any  one  voter  in  particular. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  as  to  this,  in  his  judgment : — 

"  There  is  no  law  yet  which  says  that  any  lavish  expenditure  in 
a  neighbourhood  with  a  view  of  gaining  influence  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood and  influencing  an  election  is  illegal  at  alL  In  order  to 
constitute  anything  which  would  be  a  corrupt  practice  in  respect 
of  expenditure  of  that  sort,  it  must  be  made  with  a  view  of  influ- 
encing a  particular  vote.  If  such  an  expenditure  is  made  at  a 
place  with  a  tacit  imderstanding  of  this  kind,  'I  will  incur 
bills  and  spend  my  money  with  you,  if  you  will  vote  for  me,* 
that  being  not  the  side  on  which  you  intended  to  vote,  if  it  is 
intended  to  produce  that  efiect  upon  the  vote,  it  amounts  to 
bribery." 

It  was  proved  that  one  Tutt,  one  of  the  Respondent's  com- 
mittee, was  asked  by  a  voter,  whom  he  was  bringing  to  the  pol 
for  allowances  for  drink.  That  Tutt  had  said,  "  I  could  not  do 
that,  as  it  would  be  bribery ;"  but  had  added,  "  you  may  drink) 
and  afterwards,  when  it  is  all  over,  you  shall  be  paid." 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  as  to  this,  in  his  judgment .— 
"  It  is  established  by  parliamentary  law  that  a  Member  tf 
responsible  for  his  agents  in  these  cases,  and  it  is  important  ^ 
consider,  and  one  must  see  what  an  agent  is.  I  have  frequently 
had  it  in  my  mind  that  there  is  a  great  diflSculty,  in  strict  loff^ 
in  making  the  agency  of  a  person  dependent  upon  the  extent « 
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oorrapt  practices  committed  by  him.  It  does  seem  that,  in 
strict  logic,  if  a  man  would  be  an  agent  if  he  was  shown  to  have 
corrupted  100  people  by  paying  them  £5  apiece,  then  if  he 
corrupts  only  a  single  man  by  giving  him  a  glass  of  beer,  he  ought 
to  be  regarded  as  an  agent  equally.  There  is  no  doubt  that,  in 
strict  logical  language,  you  will  find  a  difficulty  in  making  the 
distinction ;  yet  I  cannot  but  feel  in  administering  justice,  and  in 
administering  the  law  in  such  a  way  that  it  would  be  tolerable, 
one  must  make  some  distinction  of  that  sort.  There  is  the  same 
thing  that  constitutes  the  man  an  agent  in  the  one  case  present  also 
in  the  other  case  ;  but  I  cannot  but  feel,  where  the  case  is  a  small 
isolated  solitary  case,  it  requires  much  more  evidence  to  satisfy 
one  of  the  agency  than  would  otherwise  be  necessary.  If  a  small 
thing  is  done  by  a  person  who  is  the  head  agent ;  for  instance,  in 
this  case,  if  a  very  trifling  thing  had  been  done  by  Mr.  Poole,  who 
IS  the  agent  for  the  election  expenses,  I  think  that  would  have 
^pset  the  election ;  and  if  small  things  were  done  to  a  great  extent 
hy  a  subordinate  person,  comparatively  slight  evidence  of  agency 
would  probably  have  induced  one  to  find  that  he  was  an  agent. 
But  when  you  come  to  a  single  case  of  one  man  telling  another, 
whom  he  was  inducing  to  go  to  the  poll,  that  he  would  be  paid 
afterwards  for  what  he  might  spend  in  drink, — ^to  make  that 
8fflgle  case  upset  the  election  would  require  considerable  evidence 
of  agency." 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  judgment,   declared  the  Re- 
^ndents  duly  elected. 
As  to  paying  the  expenses  of  persons  who  attended  the  registra-  Not  illegal  to 

i>  ■  •  ^  ftSSlSw  ft  pOTBOIl 

uon  courts  and  supported  their  votes,  he  said : —  with  money  to 

"The  law  has  never  yet  said  that  to  pay  a  person  any  money  or  regSter^** 
^  assist  him  in  any  way  in  being  put  on  the  register  should  be  an  ?°?®?  ^  j^*® 

J         J  or  o  IB  influenced 

<>ffence  at  alL     To  give  any  money  or  any  valuable  consideration  thereby. 

for  the  purpose  of  inducing  a  person  to  vote  is  a  corrupt  practice, 

and  18  made  an  offence ;  consequently,  wherever  it  appears  that 

under  colour  of  paying  people  to  get  put  upon  the  register,  or 

assisting  them  to  get  put  upon  the  register,  a  payment  is  made 

which  is  really  intended  to  influence  the  vote  at  the  ensuing 

election,  that  would  be  a  corrupt  practice,  and  the  question  in 
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Supplying 
reh^hments 
to  persons  at- 
tending re- 
gistration 
courts  not  ne- 
cessarily 
corrupt 
treating. 


each  case  for  those  who  have  to  determine  the  question  must  be 
whether  or  not  those  payments  were  made  with  the  intention  to 
influence  the  vote  at  the  election  or  not,  because  if  ihej  were  th^ 
were  bribes.  It  is  clear  that  as  the  law  is  framed,  and  as  the  statute 
is  worded,  to  pay  a  person  for  coming  to  vote,  giving  him  his  day's 
wages  or  making  up  to  him  his  loss  of  time,  for  the  purpose  of 
voting  at  the  time  of  the  election,  would  be  a  bribe.  The  words 
of  the  Act  are  clear  beyond  all  question  upon  that  point.  But  no 
enactment  says  that  paying  a  man  for  coming  to  the  registration 
for  the  purpose  of  supporting  his  claim  to  vote  is  to  he  in  itself 
considered  as  a  bribe.  Consequently,  one  must  see  whether  it  is 
in  effect  a  payment  for  the  sake  of  the  vote.  That  must  be 
always  more  or  less  a  question  of  evidence,  upon  which  the  person 
who  has  to  decide  it  must  draw  his  own  inference." 

As  to  whether  giving  refreshments  to  persons  who  attend  the 
registration  courts  is  treating,  he  said : — 

"  The  question  comes  to  be,  was  that  meat  and  drink  given  with 
the  intention  to  influence  the  election.  There  again  in  consid^- 
ing  the  question  whether  there  was  the  intention  which  makes 
treating  corrupt  treating,  which  makes  the  giving  of  meat,  drink, 
and  refreshments  gi-atis  corrupt,  if  it  be  done  with  that  intent 
which  would  make  it  a  corrupt  practice,  it  always  comes  to  be  a 
matter  of  very  great  importance,  though  not  conclusive,  to  see  the 
time  when  it  was  done,  the  extent  to  which  it  was  done,  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  done.  I  think,  as  far  as  the  evidence  goes 
here,  the  giving  of  those  refreshments  which  were  shown  to  have 
been  paid  for  by  the  registration  committee  is  distinguished  from 
any  other  case,  as  far  as  I  can  perceive,  in  that  it  was  confined  to 
the  time  when  the  Revising  Barrister  was  actually  sitting. 
Taking  that  view  of  the  matter,  although  I  think  it  was  a  veiy 
foolish  and  unwise  thing  to  do,  it  seems  to  me  to  come  nearly  in 
the  same  category  as  the  payment  of  the  men  for  coming  to 
support  their  claims.  If  there  was  any  reason  to  believe  that  it 
was  done  not  merely  for  that  purpose,  but  to  procure  popularity  or 
to  influence  a  vote  at  the  election,  it  would  be  treating.  But  if  it 
was  merely  meant  and  intended  to  be  part  of  their  coming  to 
support  their  claims,  and  not  at  all  to  influence  the  election  itself 
it  would  not  be  corrupt  treating.     I  think,  being  of  no  very  grad 
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extent,  for  extent  and  quantity  are  very  material  elements  in  the 
consideration^  and  being  confined,  as  far  as  I  can  perceive  in  the 
eyidence,  to  the  time  of  the  registration,  I  should  draw  the  infer- 
eDoe  that  it  was  not  intended  to  influence  the  votea" 

Costs  followed  the  event.  Costs. 


CASE  xxxm. 

BOROUGH    OF    SOUTHAMPTON. 

Bepore  Mb.  Justice  Willss,  April  20,  1869. 


Petitioner:  Mr.  Pegler. 

Respondents :  Rt  Hon.  Russell  Gumey,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  P.  Hoaie. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine ;  Mr.  Nasmyth. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Willoughby  and  Cox. 

Counsel  for  Respondent^  Oumey :  Mr.  Qiffiird,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Ledgaid. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Wilson,  Bristowes,  and  CarpmaeL 

Counsel  for  Respondent.  Hoar e :  Mr.  Hawkins,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Qiiffits ; 

Mr.  Jelf ;  Mr.  Lamb. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Hayes,  Twisden,  Parker,  and  Kelly. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c. 
and  prayed  the  seat  of  the  Respondent  Hoare,  upon  a  scrutiny,  foi 
Mr.  Moffat. 

Evidence  was  given  as  to  bribery  and  corrupt  employment  d 
voters,  but  there  was  not  in  any  case  proof  of  agency  sufficient  to 
invalidate  the  election. 

The  scrutiny  and  recriminatory  charge  against  Mr.  Moffat,  one 
of  the  unsuccessful  candidates,  for  whom  the  seat  was  prayed,  irM 
abandoned. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Corrupt  act  A  witness  Blaker  was  examined  for  the  Petitioner,  with  a  viet 

election  L        ^  showing  that  after  the  election  was  over  he  had  been  dischipi 
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from  work  by  his  employer  because  he  voted  contrary  to  his  only  material 

1        t        •  -I      i_  1     J  AS  throwing 

employers  wish  ;  he  was  asked,  light  ^n  what 

Q,  When  you  went  baok  to  your  work  after  the  election  did  you  ^^^^^J^ 

see  your  employer's  foreman  ?  electioiL 

A.  Yes.  ^2)  88. 

Q,  What  did  he  say  to  you  ? 

Mr.  Oiffard,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  the  question. 
Mr.  Justice  Willes  said : — "  My  impression  is  that  what  is  done 
after  the  election  can  only  be  material  as  throwing  light  upon 
some  transaction  before  the  election,  and  so  leading  .to  the  sup- 
position that  there  was  before  the  election  some  breach  of  section 
5  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act  of  1854.  I  do  not  think  the  ques- 
tion has  ever  been  positively  decided  by  any  of  the  Parliamentary 
Committees." 

.  Mr.  Giffard :  "  Mr.  Baron  Martin  in  the  Salford  case  *  reused 
to  receive  evidence  of  what  was  done  after  an  election  unless  some 
iOundatioD  was  previously  laid  by  showing  that  it  was  connected 
^itb  something  done  before  the  election.** 

Mi.  Justice  WiLLES :  "  I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  speaking 

^th  him  on  that  subject,  and  we  quite  agree  upon  it.     I  think 

**U8  evidence  is  clearly  admissible,  because  it  may  throw  light 

^Pon  some  transaction,  the  precise  character  of  which  is  not  at 

^Ms  moment  before  me.     There  is  a  very  curious  provision  in  the 

"^hamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,   s.   6    (2),  as   to  presenting 

Petitions  after  the  twenty-one  days  have  gone  by.     It  is  to  be  in 

^^^se  not  of  any  corrupt  practices  coming  to  the  knowledge  of 

^«ie  Petitioner  as  having  taken  place  after  the  election,  but  in 

^^spect  of  bribery  only.   Whether  that  is  to  be  read  in  the  Corrupt 

practices  Act,  1854,  or  not,  does  not  clearly  appear.     If  so  it  can 

^iJy  be  read  in  to  make  subsequent  bribery  defeat  an  election." 


It  was  proved  that  the  sons  of  several  voters  were  employed 
^pon  certain  work  (such  as  the  work  of  messengers  at  the  election) 
^hich  if  given  bond  fide  to  their  fathers  would  have  incapacitated 
Uiem  from  voting  under  section  11  of  the  Representation  of  the 
I^eople  Act,  1867,  and  if  colorable  would  have  avoided  the 
Section. 

*  Vide  ante,  pp.  136—140. 


Employment  of 
son  of  voter  if 
wages  i)aid  to 
father  comes 
within  Repre- 
sentation of 
People  Act, 
1867,  8.  11, 
but  unless 
colorable,  does 
not  aToid 
election. 

(2). 
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Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said : — ''  Upon  these  facts  two  questions  arose, 
Ist.  Whether  the  employment  of  a  child  forming  part  of  a  £Eunilj, 
and  whose  wages  would  go,  as  a  matter  of  course,  into  the  fietthei's 
pocket,  is  not  really  the  employment  of  the  father  within  the 
meaning  of  section  11.  That  question  would  arise  upon  the 
scrutiny,  and  I  shall  certainly  hold  with  respect  to  these  caeei 
upon  the  scrutiny  that  they  fall  within  section  11,  and  that  the 
father's  votes  must  be  struck  off.  The  2nd  question  is  whether 
such  an  employment  of  voters'  sons  would  avoid  the  election.  Am 
to  that  I  should  hold  that  it  would  not,  unless  I  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  employment  was  colorable." 


Eitber  taking 
or  giYinga 
bribe  invali- 
dates  rote 
upon  a 
scrutiny. 


A  witness  Harrison,  having  stated  that  he  had  offered  his  vote 
to  one  Pope  in  consideration  that  he  (Pope)  would  find  employ 
ment  for  Harrison's  son,  and  that  Pope  had  accordingly  found  him 
employment, — 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said,  in  his  judgment,  as  to  this : — 
''  K  a  scrutiny  had  been  gone  into  and  no  farther  evidence  hed 
been  given  in  answer,  the  votes  of  both  Harrison  and  Pope  would 
have  been  struck  off  upon  a  scrutiny  upon '  the  ground  thai 
Harrison  had  offered  himself  or  his  vote  to  Pope  for  sale,  and  that 
Pope  did  procure  employment  for  his  son  in  order  to  secure  hit 
vote.  If  the  employment  were  stipulated  for  as  the  price  of  a 
vote,  there  would  be  a  bribe,  and  the  persons  who  entered  into 
such  a  contract  would  each  of  them  be  guilty  of  bribery  within 
the  statute." 


Money  paid  to 
a  voter  to  re- 
munerate him 
for  expenses 
incurred  in 
employing 
assistants 
while  voter 
engaged  in 
election 
matters  invali- 
dates vote 
upon  a 
scrutiny. 


It  was  proved  that  the  sum  of  £10  had  been  paid  to  two  Yoters, 
Bencroft  and  Pearce,  to  remunerate  them  for  the  expense  inclined 
in  employing  assistants  to  attend  to  their  business  while  they  were 
away  and  engaged  on  electioneering  matters. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — 
"  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  payment  of  this  sum  of  £10 
brings  these  cases  within  the  11th  section  of  the  Representation  of 
the  People  Act,  18G7,  and  that  those  votes  must  have  been  stract 
oflF  if  the  scrutiny  bad  proceeded." 


It  was  proved  that  a  cabman,  who  was  a  voter,  had  Im 
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hired  for  the  whole  day  on  the  polliDg  day ;  nothing  was  said  to  Employing  a 
him  about  his  vote,  and  he  was  only  paid  his  legal  fare.  cabman  who 

J  r  o  18  a  voter  in 

Mr.  Justice  WiLLES  said,  as  to  this  : —  the  ordinary 

nroo   uOfifl  DOit 

"According  to  my  view  of  the  case,  it  is  not  bribery  to  employ  a  come  within 
man  8  cab  and  pay  him  for  it     If  you  promised  always  to  go  in  a  ^thTp^te^'^ 
man's  cab  provided  he  voted  for  you,  that  would  be  bribery.     It  ^ct,  1867, 
has,  however,  to  be  considered  upon  the   scrutiny  whether  this  (2). 
comes  under  section  11  of  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act, 
1867.    As  at  present  advised,  I  think  the  employment  of  a  cab- 
man in  his  ordinary  capacity  does  not  come  within  the  section. 
It  must  be  some  case  in  which  the  pajrment  is  substantially  wages 
I  or  salary  for  personal  services.     A  cabman  may  be  employed  as  an 
t  «gent,  DO  doubt ;  it  may  be  superadded  to  his  capacity  as  cabman : 
i  he  could  also  be  employed  as  a  canvasser  or  a  messenger ;  for 
:  instance,  to  take  a  letter  and  deliver  it  himself:  but  if  you  jump 
into  a  cab  and  go  yourself,  although  he  gets  down  from  the  box 
and  delivers  the  letter  at  the  door,  you  could  hardly  call  that 
!   employment  of  a  cabman  as  a  messenger.     At  present  I  have  a 
:  strong  impression  that  a  cabman  employed  to  carry  people  about 
B  not  properly  a  carrier  and  a  messenger  for  hire,  and  that  that  is 
not  an  employment  like  an  agent,  canvasser,  clerk,  or  messenger,  in 

;  the  words  of  section  11." 

I 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  Petitioner's  case, — 

'     Mr.  Serjeant  Ballaiitine,  for  the  Petitioners,  submitted  that  the  If  principal 

"est  course  would  be  for  the  Respondents  to  meet  his  case  before  sl^ondent 

going  into  the  scrutiny.  ^l  ^  ^■ 

'y/  ,  ,  .     .  seated  upon  a 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  said  that  he  thought  the  recriminatory  case  scrutiny, 
W  better  be  gone  into  also  before  the  scrutiny,  as  was  done  in  the  criminatory 
NorthaUerton  case.  ^^•- 

Serjeant  BaZlantine: — "I  apprehend  that  if  they  succeed  in  /2)ue 
fte  recriminatory  case  it  puts  an  end  to  the  case  altogether,  as  far 
*8  the  scrutiny  goes." 

Mr.  Justice  Willes  : — "  I  am  not  so  sure  of  that,  for  if  you 
^ed  upon  the  principal  case  and  were  then  defeated  upon  the 
'fecriminatory  case,  you  would,  as  it  appears  to  me,  still  have  the 
right  to  go  into  the  scrutiny  for  the  purpose  of  unseating  the 
Respondents ;    because  if  you  succeeded  in  showing  that  the 
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Respondents  or  either  of  them  had  not  a  majority  of  legal  vote% 
although,  in  consequence  of  the  success  in  the  recriminatory  caae^ 
the  defeated  candidate  would  not  be  seated,  still  the  voters  would 
be  entitled  to  a  new  election..  My  recollection  of  the  cases  before 
committees  *  is  that  this  course  has  been  taken  by  at  least  one 
committee." 


Beftringof 
prooeedingB  at 
municipal 
election  on 
parliamentary 
election. 


Mr.  Justice  WiLLES,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Kespondent 
duly  elected. 

As  to  the  connection  between  municipal  and  parliamentaij 
elections,  he  said  : — 

"  These  elections  are,  primA  fade,  distinct ;  there  is  no  neoes* 
sary  connection  between  them,  and  it  is  not  enough  to  show  mis- 
oonduct  with  reference  to  the  municipal  election  without  connect- 
ing that  election  in  some  way  with  the  Parliamentary  election. 
There  have  been  cases  in  which  it  was  clear  that  the  municipal 
and  the  Parliamentary  election  were  part  of  one  political  contest^ 
and  that  corrupt  action  at  the  municipal  election  either  was 
expressly  intended  to  operate  upon  Parliamentary  elections,  or  that 
the  necessary  result  of  what  was  done  at  the  municipal  election 
was  to  affect  the  Parliamentaiy  election ;  whereupon  the  principle 
being  applied  that  persons  must  contemplate  the  natural  oonae- 
quences  of  their  acts,  an  intention  to  affect  the  Parliamentaiy 
election  ought  to  be  attributed  both  to  people  who  were  shown  to 
have  misconducted  themselves  with  reference  to  the  municipal 
election,  and  to  agents  of  the  Members  who  have  been  guilty  d 
corrupt  practices  in  the  course  of  the  municipal  election,  but  with 
a  view  to  the  effect  of  such  practices  upon  the  Parliamentaiy 
election,  or,  the  practices  being  such  as  must  necessarily  have 
affected  the  Parliamentary  election.  In  such  cases  the  judges 
have  held  that  the  two  elections  were,  under  the  circumstances, 
really  parts  of  one  and  the  same  political  contest,  and  that  the 
Members  in  the  Parliamentaiy  contest  were  bound  by  the  acts  of 
their  agents  in  the  course  of  the  municipal  contest.  One  of  those 
cases  was  that  of  Beverley.  Many  remarks  have  been  made  upon 
the  course  taken  by  my  brother  Martin  in  that  case  f  in  dealing 

♦  Vide  ante,  S.-W.  Riding  case,  p.  215. 
t  Vide  ante,  page  150. 
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'vritli   Ti^hat  was  done  immediately  in  respect  of  the  municipal 
election    as  having  an  effect  upon  the   Parliamentary  electioa 
Wiiilst  I   concur  in  what  was  done  there,  I  act  advisedly  in  the 
present  case  in  not  taking  the  same  course,  hecause  here  the 
evidence  fails  to  connect  the  two  elections.     At  Blackburn*  I 
foUo^v^ed  the  same  course  as  was  taken  at  Beverley  (a  course  which 
I   entirely  approve),  and  held  the  Parliamentary  election  void  in 
consequence  of  the  intimidation  practised  upon  workmen  imme- 
diately following  the  municipal  election,  which,  in  my  opinion,  had 
at  necessary  effect  upon  the  voters  at  the  Parliamentary  election. 
I  mention  these  cases  for  the  purpose  of  saying  that  the  circum- 
stajices  here  are  altogether  different.     No  evidence  was  given  in 
this  case  to  connect  the  two  elections  to  show  that  they  were  part 
of  one  political  contest." 

to  the  duties  of  the  judge  in  conducting  these  inquiries,  he 


•*  I  have  been  considering  what  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  sitting  puties  of  the 

here  ;  whether  he  sits  here  to  judge  according  to  what  is  alleged  quiBitoriaL 

and  "what  is  proved  by  the  parties  who  bring  the  case  before  him, 

or  "whether  he  sits  here  as  a  sort  of  inquisitor  after  the  case  is 

over,  so  far  as  the  parties  ai-e  concerned,  to  enter  into  a  general 

inquixy  as  to  the  state  of  the  borough,  or  a  special  and  particular 

inquiry  with  respect  to  individuals.     My  impression,  as  I   have 

aheady  stated  elsewhere,t  is  that  the  case  of  individuals,  except  so 

far  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  consider  such  a  case  for  the  purpose 

of  determining  whether  the  election  is  void  or  not,  stands  upon 

the  same  footing,  so  far  as  the  duty  of  the  judge  sitting  here  is 

concerned,  as  a  general  inquiry  into  the  state  of  the  borough,  and 

inasmuch  as  the  latter  does  not  fall  within  the  province  of  the 

jud^e,  so  neither  does  the  former,  except  in  so  far  as  the  question 

is    raised  by  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  or  necessary  to  be 

decided  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition." 

Costs  follow  the  event  Coeta. 

♦  Vide  ante,  p.  199.  t  Ante,  p.  6. 


CASE  XXXIV. 

BOROUGH  OF  STAPFORD. 

Before  Mb.  Justice   BlackburNi  Mat  4^  1869. 


Case  L 

Petitioner:  Mr.  Chawner. 

Respondent :  Colonel  Meller. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner :  Mr.  Fitzjames  Stephen,  Q.C. ;  Hon.  E.  Chandos  Leig^ 

Agents :  Messrs.  Chilton,  Burton,  and  Ca 
Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  GifiiEird,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Motteram. 
Agents :  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose,  and  Norton. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &a,  and 
prayed  the  seat  for  the  Petitioner. 


Case  II. 

Petitioners:  Messrs.  Wild  and  Smallman. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Pochin. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Motteram. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Baxter,  Rose,  and  Norton. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Serjeant  Ballantine ;  Mr.  Wkeeler. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c,,  and 
prayed  that  the  election  of  the  Respondent  might  be  declared 
void. 

Case  IL  was  taken  first. 
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It  was  proved  that  an  agent  of  the  Respondent  Pochin  incited 
the  mob  to  beat  and  molest  people  on  the  day  of  the  election,  so 
as  to  terrify  a  number  of  voters  and  prevent  them  from  coming  to 
vote. 

In  the  course  of  Case  II., 

It   having  been  proved  that  five  or  six  men  were  actually  de-  Effect  npon 
terred  from  voting  by  reason  of  the  violence  they  received  from  a  ^^(^i^timi- 

fnii|-i  dation.     How 

'  ^  ^  ^  ^  qualified. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  sufficient  evidence  had  been  /2)  193. 
given  of  intimidation,  but  that  the  Petitioner  could  hardly  expect 
the    election  to  be  declared  void  unless  it  was  proved  that  the 
sitting  member  or  some  agent  of  his  was  responsible  for  some  part 
of  the  intimidation. 

Mr.  Chiffardy  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that  sufficient  had 
been  proved  to  show  that  the  election  ought  to  be  declared  void  at 
common  law,  on  the  ground  of  general  intimidation. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  I  admit  that  if  it  is  proved 
that  there  was  so  much  intimidation  that  the  result  of  the 
election  may  have  been  affected,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  it  actually  was  affected.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether 
the  intimidation  has  been  so  great  that  you  may  fairly  say 
it  vm&  not  a  free  election,  that  is,  if  there  had  not  been  so 
much  intimidation,  such  a  number  of  persons  would  have  voted 
^rho  did  not  vote,  that  the  result  of  the  election  would  have  been 
diflFerent" 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  judgment,  said  further  as  to 
this  : — "  Where  intimidation  happens  to  such  an  extent  as  not  to 
let  the  election  be  free,  though  not  traced  to  the  agent  it  will  make 
the  election  void.  I  assent  to  the  observation  made  by  Mr.  Giffard 
that  in  considering  whether  an  election  was  free  or  not  it  would 
he  necessary  to  see  what  was  the  positive  majority,*  and  if  we  had 
entered  into  a  scrutiny  here,  and  the  Petitioner  Chawner  had 
succeeded  in  establishing  that  he  was  within  one  or  two  votes, 

*  The  numbers  polled  were — 
Pochin,  1189. 
Meller,  1124. 
Chawner,  1107. 
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or  a  very   small  number  of  that  sort,  of  Colonel  Meller,  then 
no  doubt  the  intimidation  which  would  not  have  been  enough 
to  upset  the  election  of  Pochin,  who  was  returned  by  a  majority  of 
eighty,  might  well  have  affected  the  election  of  Meller ;  whether 
it  would  be  enough  would  be  a  question  to  be  considered  after- 
wards." 


charities 
evidence  of 
cornipt  inten- 
tion. 


Candidate  not 
responsible  for 
acts  of  agent 
who  does  a 
corrupt  act 
with  a  yiew  to 
betray  him. 


It  was  proved  that  a  previous  member  for  the  borough  luul 
authorised  his  agent  to  spend  habitually  3002.  at  Christmas  in 
charities,  and  that  at  the  Christmas  inmiediately  preceding  the  last 
election  the  sum  distributed  amounted  to  7^01, 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  as  to  this  in  his  judgment : — ^"I  do 
not  for  a  moment  mean  to  say  that  there  may  not  be  many  excel- 
lent charities  distributed  to  these  amounts  and  more  by  rnutj 
people,  but  where  I  find  that  charities  are  distributed  in  a  boroogh 
by  those  who  are  expecting  to  contest  it  as  candidates,  and  dis- 
tributed, without  check,  by  the  election  agent  of  the  borough,  I  an 
not  charitable  enough  to  draw  any  other  conclusion  than  that  they 
do  it  with  the  intention  of  giving  the  voters  money  in  the  hope 
and  expectation  that  it  will  influence  the  future  election.  And 
there  is  the  further  very  great  danger  attending  it,  that  the 
knowledge  that  they  have  been  doing  it  will  cause  men  at 
the  future  elections  to  give  their  votes  in  the  expectation  and 
hope  that  they  will  hereafter  receive  payment.  When  that  ii 
brought  home  to  anyone,  I  think  it  would  undoubtedly  mean 
corruption." 

It  appeared  that  at  the  Unicom  public-house  a  committee  was 
formed  to  promote  the  election  of  the  Respondent  Meller,  of  whiA 
committee  one  Machin  was  paid  by  Mellers  agent  to  act  as  cbai^ 
man.  It  appeared  that  certain  voters  had  gone  there,  being  really 
adverse  to  Meller,  with  the  predetermination  to  take  anytaib^ 
that  might  be  oflFered  them  by  Meller  s  side,  and  then  to  go  and 
tell  about  it  Evidence  was  tendered  to  show  that  Machin  was  a^ 
the  time  cognisant  of  this  plot,  and  was  himself  planning  to  betray 
Meller. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this:— ''^^ 
it  had  been  proved  that  this  Machin,  at  the  time  that  he  was  * 
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paid  agent  of  Colonel  Meller,  was  planning  to  betray  him,  I  do  not 
think  he  could  any  longer  be  considered  an  agent  for  Meller,  so 
^  his  acts  would  vacate  the  electioa     I  wish  to  point  out  the 
distinction  which  I  make,  that  according  as  the  law  stands  at  pre- 
sent, if  a  member  employs  an  agent,  and  that  agent,  contrary  to  his 
^h  and  contrary  to  his  direction,  commits  a  corrupt  act,  the 
sitting  member  is  responsible  for  it,  but  where  he  employs  an 
figent,  and  the  agent  treacherously  or  traitorously  agrees  with  the 
other  side,  then  if  he  does  a  corrupt  act  it  would  not  vacate  the 
seat  unless  it  is  proved  that  the  corrupt  act  was  at  the  special 
request  of  the  member  himself  or  some  untainted  and  authorised 
agent  of  the  member  who  directed  the  act  to  be  done.     The  dis- 
tinction is  pretty  obvious,  and  I  mention  it  to  avoid  any  difficulty 
or  doubt  that  there  might  be  hereafter  from  its  being  supposed 
tbat  I  have  said  anything  more  than  I  do  say.     I  say  that  if 
Machin  was  a  treacherous  agent  he  loses  the  power  of  upsetting 
the  seat  by  reason  of  his  unauthorised  acts  of  corruption  ;  it  would 
require  actual  proof  of  authority  in  order  to  make  it  so.     It  is  a 
vety  different  affair  if  a  man,  being  an  agent,  has  been  tricked  by 
the  other  party  into  committing  a  corrupt  act,  he  himself  honestly 
still  intending  to  act  as  an  agent." 

In  the  course  of  the  Respondent's  case. 

The  agent  of  the  Respondent  having  been  called  as  a  witness.  Solicitor  pri- 

j ,      .  ,  ,  vileged  from 

>na  having  stated  that  at  a  previous  election  he  had  acted  as  agent  answering 
for  another  candidate,  Mr.  Bass,  was  asked  in  cross-examination  by  ^1^1^^ 
Mr.  aiffard,  for  the  Petitioner,  previous 

cieciion. 

Q.  "  What  did  Mr.  Bass   spend   by  your  means   at   the   last  (4^  23. 
election  ? " 

-4.  "  I  think  my  position  as  Mr.  Bass's  private  solicitor  does  not 
^der  it  necessary  for  me  to  answer  that  question." 

Mr.  Oiffard:—"  The  7th  section  of  the  26  Vict.  c.  29,  gets  rid  of 
^t  objection." 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  That  section  relates  to  the  present 
election,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it  refers  back  to  a  previous  elec- 
tion. The  general  scope  of  the  Act  is  to  give  the  fullest  inquiry 
isto  the  pending  election,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it  was  intended 

to  relax  professional  confidence  in  bygone  matters.     I  have  no 

B  2 
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doubt  as  to  matters  that  affect  the  present  election.  Unless  there 
is  some  special  enactment  that  I  am  not  aware  of,  professional  con- 
fidence  would  entitle  him  not  to  answer  questions  as  to  matten 
that  are  merely  collateral.  I  think  this  is  merely  a  collatenl 
matter.  You  may  ask  him  whether  he  did  not  pay  a  certain 
specific  sum,  which  would  show  that  he  was  guilty  of  bribery 
himself." 

At  the  conclusion  of  Case  II.,  and  before  Case  L   was  gone  j 
into, 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said : — "  I  treat  the  evidence  upon  thk  ' 
case  as   applicable   to   both   cases,   except  where  you  apply  ta 
examine  or  re-examine  a  witness." 

Mr.  Oiffard  (who  appeared  for  the  Respondent  in  Case  I.)  .'— 
"  Substantially  this  case  will  be  my  reciiminatory  case  in  the  otkr 
petition." 

Case  I.  Without  any  judgment  being  given  upon  Case  II.,  Case  I  w 

thereupon  proceeded  with. 

In  this  case  it  was  proved  that  a  paid  agent  of  the  Be- 
spondent  Meller  presided  at  a  committee  held  at  the  Fountaia 
Inn,  and  that  although  he  did  not  actually  pay  money  to  voto^ 
he  had  put  down  the  names  of  a  number  of  them  in  a  W 
who  had  voted  for  the  Respondent,  as  a  kind  of  voucher  that 
if  any  money  was  going  after  the  election  they  should  get  part 
of  it. 

The  recriminatory  case  against  Chawner  was  established  hy 
proving  that  Chawner  and  Pochin  stood  jointly,  and  thereto 
Chawner  was  held  disqualified  to  be  declared  elected  for  the  same 
reason  that  Pochin*s  election  was  declared  void.* 

In  the  course  of  Case  I., 
Caae  to  be  Upon  evidence  being  tendered  as  to  an  alleged  case  of  treatiDg 

I)oetponed  if  i.     -ri  •     t 

not  mentioned    d't  the  J^  ountam  inn, 

in  particularB.        j^^  Qiffard,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  this  case  beiBg 

gone  into,  because  the  Fountain  Inn  was  not  mentioned  itt  ^® 

particulars  delivered. 

*  Vide  ante,  page  229. 
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Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  if  the  matter  of  the  Fountain 
Inn  was  of  importance  it  could  come  on  at  a  later  part  of  the 
inqniiy,  but  that  it  should  not  be  brought  forward  in  the  first 
instance ;  in  the  meantime  particulars  must  be  furnished  to  the 
other  side. 

Evidence  having  been   given  which  tended  to  show  that  Mr.  is  a  candidate 
Bass,  when  standing  as  a  candidate  at  a  former  election,  had  spent  J|^^^  cor-°^ 
money  through   his   agent   Mr.  Brough,  and   otherwise   for  the  ^^^^  *^9 
purpose  of  securing  his  return,  and  that  afterwards  the  Petitioner  ^4^  179^ 
Chawner  adopted  Mr.  Brough  as  his  agent  and  came  into  Mr. 
Bass's  place   so   as   to   get   part  of  the  benefit  of  that  corrupt 
expenditure, — 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  that  this  evidence  caused  a  ques- 
tion to  pass  through  his  mind  as  to  whether  this  would  aflfect  Mr. 
Chawner's  seat,  or  in  a  minor  degree  would  apply  to  Mr.  Pochin, 
^ho  had  coalesced  with  Mr.  Chawner ;  the  point,  which  was  a  new 
one,  appeared  to  him  to  be  of  some  importance. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 
of  the  Respondent  Meller  void  on  the  ground  of  bribery  by  his 
^nt ;  he  declared  the  election  of  the  Respondent  Pochin  void  on 
^he  ground  of  intimidation  by  his  agent.  He  declared  further 
that  in  the  recriminatory  case  against  the  Petitioner  Chawner,  it 
bad  been  established  that  he  was  ineligible  as  a  candidate. 

As  to   the  value  of  the  evidence  of  spies  and   informers,   he 


"  There  is  a  peculiar  class  of  evidence  occurring  upon  these  Valae  of  evi- 
dection  petitions;  I  mean  that  of  witnesses  who  in  a  criminal  and^^ormwl 
oonrt  one  would  call  self-discrediting  witnesses, — spies,  informera, 
*nd  persons  guilty  of  crime  according  to  their  own  story, — who 
come  to  seek  the  reward  that  is  to  be  got  by  telling  the  truth  the 
other  way.  In  a  criminal  court  a  verdict  of  guilty  would  never  be 
permitted  upon  the  evidence  of  such  witnesses  without  confirma- 
tion. That  has  long  ago  been  established.  In  a  civil  court, 
though  they  are  looked  upon  with  distrust,  there  is  no  absolute 
necessity  that  they  should  be  confirmed.  In  such  inquiries  as 
these  we  must  look  upon  it  with  considerable  distrust,  but  still 
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(General  cor- 
ruption avoids 
an  election. 


Avoiding  an 
election  on 
the  ground  of 
rioting. 


Costs. 


treat  it  as  information  which  may  be  true.  It  calls  upon  ^e 
other  side  to  give  evidence  in  order  to  explain  how  it  was.  h 
that  way  these  witnesses  are  valuable,  but  as  a  general  rule  they 
should  not  be  made  the  staple  of  a  case  or  be  too  much  relied 
upon." 

As  to  the   effect  upon   an  election  of  general   corruption,  he 
said : — 

"  There  is  a  principle  which  I  apprehend,  though  it  has  been 
very  little  acted  upon,  still  exists  in  Parliamentary  law,  and  is  in 
itself  good  sense ;  that  is,  that  if  there  has  been  general  corrup- 
tion, although  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  done  by  any  agent, 
— I  mean  either  general  corruption,  preventing  the  election  repre- 
senting what  it  ought  to  represent,  that  is,  the  feeling  of  the  con- 
stituents ;  or  general  intimidation,  so  that  you  may  say  it  is  evi- 
dent the  election  is  not  a  free  one, — in  that  case,  although  it  ia 
not  brought  home  to  the  agent,  the  election  would  not  be  good  by 
the  common  law  of  Parliament.  It  must,  however,  be  very  diffi- 
cult in  such  a  case  to  prove,  and  very  difficult  to  be  able  to  say 
whether  or  not  a  case  is  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  amount  to 
that." 

As  to  general  intimidation  by  mobs,  he  said : — 

"  To  riot  and  beat  people,  and  disturb  the  peace  of  the  to^u, 
is  a  crime  in  -itself,  and  is  committed  for  the  purpose  of  producing 
an  undue  eflFect  upon  the  election.  It  is  very  likely  to  happen 
without  the  members  or  their  agents  being  guilty  of  it,  but  when 
it  happens  to  such  an  extent  as  not  to  let  the  election  be  a  free 
one,  though  not  traced  to  the  agent,  it  makes  the  election  void. 
Whether  it  has  been  proved  to  have  happened  to  such  an  extent 
as  to  make  the  election  not  free,  is  a  question  requiring  great 
consideration,  and  upon  it  the  Judge  must  exercise  his  common 
sense." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

"  It  seems  to  me  that  in  this  case,  in  which  each  side  has  been 
successful  and  each  side  has  failed,  I  should  not  saddle  either  with 
the  costs  of  the  other.     I  treat  the  two  petitions  as  really  and 
substantially  the  same  thing.     I  do  not  know  whether  Colonels 
Meller  is  himself  substantially  the  Petitioner  against  Mr.  PochiK 
but  one  of  the  persons  who   was  put  forward   as  a  Petitioi^^* 
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acknowledged,  when  called  as  a  witness,  that  he  bore  a  grudge 
against  Mr.  Pochin  for  some  cause  or  other;  and  viewing  it  in 
that  way,  if  he  is  an  independent  Petitioner  I  cannot  think  him  a 
?eiy  meritorious  ona  I  must  say,  therefore,  that  each  party  must 
p.y  his  own  costs." 


CASE  XXXV. 

COUNTY  OF  NORTH  NORFOLK. 

Beforb  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  Mat  17,  1869. 

♦ 
Petitioner:  Mr.  Colman. 
Respondents:  Hon.  F.  Walpole  ;  Sir  Edward  Lacon. 
Counsel  for  Petitioner  :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  Littler. 
Agents :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins  ;  Messrs.  0.  J.  Taylor  and  Son. 
Counsel  for  Respondent  Lacon:  Mr.  (yMalley,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Blofield. 
Agents:  Mr.  H.  R  Brown ;  Mr.  C.  Diver. 
Counsel  for  Respondent  IValpole ;  Mr.  Rodwell,  Q.C. 
Agents :  Mr.  H.  E.  Brown  ;  Mr.  C.  Diver. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  treating; 
&c.,  and  also  a 

6tli  allegation  that  the  Respondents,  and  each  of  them,  or  one 
of  them,  personally  engaged  before,  during,  or  at  the  election  to 
which  this  petition  relates  as  canvassers  or  agents,  canvasser  or 
agent,  persons  or  a  person,  reported  guilty  of  corrupt  practices  (X 
a  corrupt  practice,  by  the  report  of  Commissioners  appointed  in 
pursuance  of  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  57,  that  is  to  say,  reported  soguiltj 
by  the  report  of  the  Commissioners  appointed  for  the  purpose  of 
making  inquiry  into   the   existence   of  corrupt  practices  in  the 
borough  of  Great  Yannouth,  and  which  report  is  mentioned  and 
referred  to  in  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act,  1867,  knowing 
that  the  person  or  persons  so  engaged  had  been  so  reported  guilty 
of  corrupt  practices  within  7  years  previous  to  such  engagement, 
whereby  the  said  election  is  wholly  null  and  void. 


THE  NOETH  NORFOLK  CASE.  237 

It  was  proved  that  the  Respondents  stood  jointly,  and  were  so 
connected  as  to  make  them  respectively  responsible  for  the  acts 
and  agents  of  each  other. 

Evidence  was  given  to  show  undue  influence  and  intimidation, 
but  the  case  on  this  point  entirely  failed. 

Evidence  was  given  to  show  corrupt  treating  by  a  Mr.  Scott 
Chad  and  other  persons  interested  in  the  election,  and  who  were 
alleged  to  have  been  agents  of  the  Respondents,  but  failed. 

Evidence  was  also  given  to  show  personal  treating  by  the 
Respondent  Lacon  on  the  day  of  the  election,  but  failed. 

The  case,  upon  the  6th  allegation  of  the  petition,  failed  to  show 
tbat  the  alleged  employment  of  a  scheduled  person  was  done  with 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  Respondents. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It  was  proved  that  a  Mr.  Scott  Chad  was  a  considerable  landed  Agency  of 
proprietor  in  the  district,  and  that  when  he  was  asked  by  the  y^gJ^^hT" 
B^ndent's  agent  to  be  upon  the  committee  and  to  act  for  them,  ^^  tenants, 
le  said,  "  No ;  I  will  not  have  anything  to  do  with  it,  but  I  will 
Answer  for  my  own  tenants."     That  he  did,  in  fact,  look  after  his 
tenants,  and  canvass  them,  and  report  to  the  agent  the  result  of 
kis  canvass,  which  was  that  his  tenants  would  all  go  that  side.     It 
appeared,  however,  that  they  were  all  ready  and  willing  to  go,  and 
**^t  no  undue  influence  was  used. 
A  question  having  been  raised  as  to  the  agency  of  Mr.  Chad, — 
'.  Ju.stice  Blackburn  said,  in  his  judgment,  as  to  this  : — 
Mr.  Scott  Chad  must  be  considered  an  agent  to  some  extent, 
"ien  a  man,  who  is  asked  in  that  way,  says,  "  I  will  look  after  a 
P^cular  set  of  voters,  my  own  tenants,"  and  he  does,  in  fact, 
canvass  them  and  nobody  else  does,  I  think  he  is  an  agent  for  the 
pnrpose  of  canvassing  his  tenants.     I  can  hardly  distinguish  the 
case  from  the  Westbuiy  case,*  where  a  manufacturer  canvassed 
bis  own  workmen  much  as  Mr.  Chad  did  here.     No  doubt  there 
were  other  circumstances  there — that  he  was  put  on  the   com- 
mittee, and  so  on — but  the  real  governing  point  was  that  he  was 
)ut  forward  and  consented  to  be  the  person  upon  whom  they 
elied   to  get   those   voters.     If  Mr.    Chad   had  been  shown  to 

*  Vide  ante,  p.  50. 
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tyrannize  over  his  tenantry,  evicting  them  from  their  dwellings,  or 
if  he  had  been  guilty  of  any  other  act  of  tyranny,  that  would  hsve 
been  undue  influence  on  his  part,  and  consequently  would  have 
avoided  the  election." 

Employment  In  support  of  the  sixth  allegation  it  was  proved  that  the  name 

penoDfl.  of  a  Mr.  Preston  was  in  the  schedule  of  persons  guilty  of  corrapft 

81  k  82  Vict     practices  issued  by  the  Commissioners  appointed  to  inquire  into 

the  Yarmouth  election  in  1859,  and  that  the  Respondent 


was  aware  of  this  fact ;  that  Mr.  Preston  was  asked  to  be  chainoaA 
at  one  or  two  public  meetings,  and  was  also  asked  by  the  Be* 
spondent  Lacon  to  propose  him  as  a  candidate,  and  that  he  did  ao; 
that  Mr.  Preston  attended  the  meetings  of  the  Respondent^ 
committee  at  Yarmouth  ;  that  he  took  an  active  part  in  its  pro- 
ceedings, and  on  several  occasions  acted  as  its  chairman,  and  thai 
as  such  he  signed  handbills  and  circulars.  But  it  was  not  prored 
that  there  had  been  any  direct  personal  engagement  of  Mi; 
Preston  by  the  Respondent,  or  in  fact  that  he  even  knew  thai  lit 
had  acted  as  chairman  of  his  committee.  It  appeared,  howevefi 
that  his  agents  knew  it ;  also,  that  they  were  aware  of  the  hd 
that  Mr.  Preston  was  in  the  schedule. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  judgment,  after  citing  the  abof«» 
mentioned  section,  said  as  to  this  : — 

"  It  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  Legislatme 
have  carefully  confined  the  operation  of  the  enactment  to  the 
candidate  having  '  personally  engaged '  the  person ;  therefon^ 
in  order  to  bring  the  candidate,  who  is  alleged  to  have  com- 
mitted the  offence,  within  the  enactment,  it  is  necessary  that  he 
shall  have  been  personally  guilty  of  such  offence.  I  do  not  coo- 
strue  personal  guilt  in  the  sense  of  doing  it  with  his  own  hand  in 
order  to  bring  him  within  this  section.  I  do  not  think  it  ii 
necessary  to  show  that  the  candidate  went  and  spoke  to  die 
scheduled  man  himself  and  said,  '  Act  as  my  agent ; '  but  I  think 
the  statute  means  that  it  must  be  brought  home  to  his  personal 
knowledga  If  I  send  a  man  out  to  hire  somebody  in  order  to 
shoot  somebody  else,  I  am  personally  guilty  of  murder  if  it  is  denies 
though  I  hire  the  murderer  in  a  roxmdabout  way,  and  though  I 
may  not  know  who  ultimately  did  it.     I  think  this  section  means 
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that  -where  what  is  done  is  done  with  the  candidate's  '  knowledge 
and  consent/  which  is  the  phrase  used  in  the  section  immediately 
preceding,  then  it  amounts  to  a  personal  engagement.  I  proceed 
farther  to  consider  what  the  nature  of  the  employment  of  the 
scheduled  person  is  to  be.  It  must  be  '  as  a  canvasser  or  agent  for 
the  management  of  the  election.'  I  think  the  sort  of  agency  pointed 
at  is  not  by  any  means  confined  to  a  paid  agent,  but  I  think  he 
nrast  be  an  agent  for  the  management  of  the  election.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  be  an  agent  for  the  manage* 
Vient  of  the  whole  election  ;  it  is  enough  if  he  is  agent  for  part  of 
the  election :  he  must  be  not  simply  an  agent  who  might  be 
amployed  to  such  an  extent  as  might  make  the  candidate  answer- 
able for  corrupt  practices  committed  by  him,  but  he  must  be 
amployed  in  the  way  of  managing  a  portion  of  the  election. 
Supposing,  for  example,  Mr.  Scott  Chad  *  had  been  scheduled,  I 
dk>  not  think  his  agency  was  of  the  chai-acter  pointed  out  by  this 
aection.  The  agent  must  be  an  agent  having  something  to  do 
with  the  management  of  the  election.'' 
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A    witness  Burton,  who  had  been  called  for  the  Petitioner,  Evidence 
having  been  cross-examined  as  to  the  reason  why  he  had  been  contradict 
dismissed  from  his  employment,  with  a  view  to  shake  his  credit,  a  ^toess  upon 

matters  col- 

witness  was  called  by  the  Respondents  to  contradict  what  Burton  lateral  to  the 
had  said  in  cross-examination,  whereupon, —  ^to 

Seijeant  Bcdlantine,  for  the  Petitioner,  objected  to  this  evi- 
dence in  contradiction  of  what  Burton  had  said  in  cross-examina- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  cross-examined  about  a 
matter  not  relating  to  the  issue  that  was  being  tried. 

Mr,  Justice  Blackburn  stated  that  though  at  Nisi  Prius  the 
rale  was  established  that  a  collateral  issue  could  not  be  gone  into 
he  did  not  think  that  that  rule  could  be  adhered  to  in  these 
election  inquiries. 


Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Re- 
spondents duly  elected. 

As  to  the  joint  c&mdidature  of  the  Brcspondents,  he  said : — 


*  Vide  ante,  page  237. 
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Agency. 


Undue  influ- 
ence. 


Candidates  "  I*  happens  that  in  this  case  the  Respondents  have  stood 

for^^^alcte  of  J^^^^'y*  ^^^Y  ^^^^  chosen  to  what,  we  commonly  call,  coalesceL 
each  other  and  They  united  in  a  canvass,  and,  in  fact,  have  made  each  an  agent 
for  the  other,  and  they  have  chosen  to  stand  or  fall  together: 
consequently,  if  any  corrupt  act  is  shown  to  be  done  by  an  agoit 
appointed  by  one  Member,  it  wiU  affect  both.  Such  are  the  codt 
sequences  of  a  coalition.  If,  therefore,  a  corrupt  act  is  brought 
home  to  one,  both  are.  unable  to  hold  their  seats.  This,  however, 
does  not  hold  good  as  to  the  sixth  allegation  of  the  petition, 
because  the  Act  has  pointedly  and  markedly  said  that  that  shali 
be  proved  against  the  member  personally.  Therefore,  upon  that 
head  of  inquiry,  necessarily  and  essentially  the  two  members  stand 
quite  in  separate  positions,  and  proof  personally  against  the  one 
does  not  prove  it  personally  against  the  other ;  so  that,  so  far  aa 
that  is  concerned,  their  cases  are  separate." 

Speaking  with  reference  generally  to  the  law  of  agency  in 
election  matters,  he  quoted  with  approval  the  observations  of 
Lord  Barcaple  *  in  the  Greenock  case. 

On  the  question  of  undue  influence  he  said,  after  quoting  17  4 
18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  5  :— 

"I  feel  no  doubt  that  where  a  person,  in  order  to  prevent 
another  from  voting  or  to  force  him  to  vote,  either  beats  him  or 
threatens  injury  to  his  person,  or  his  house,  or  the  like,  that  i« 
undue  influence ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  confined  to  that 
Where  such  a  thing  is  done  and  is  brought  home  to  the  agents 
according  to  my  view  it  avoids  the  election." 

Having  stated  that  in  accordance  with  this  principle  he  had 
been  compelled  to  unseat  Mi*.  Pochin,+  at  Stafford,  he  further 
said : — 

"  That  was  a  case  where  the  injury  was  a  wrongful,  a  violent 
injury ;  but  I  think  the  section  is  not  at  all  confined  to  that  It 
goes  on  to  say,  *  if  he  shall  inflict  or  threaten  to  inflict,  by  himself 
or  by  or  through  any  other  person,  any  injury,  damage,  harm  or 
loss.'  In  another  manner  that  is  intimidation.  I  think  that 
harm  or  loss  is  not  confined  to  these  cases  ;  I  think  it  would  apply 
to  cases  where,  though  a  person  has  a  perfect  right  to  do  it  if  be 


Vide  post,  p.  251. 


t  Vide  ante,  p.  233. 
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)t  do  it  with  the  motive  of  afiFecting  the  vote,  yet  the  doing 
>es  inflict  harm  upon  the  other  side.  I  take  it  that  where  a 
holds  his  land  from  year  to  year,  and  the  landlord  can  at 
ae  give  six  months'  notice  to  quit,  the  landlord  has  a  perfect 
)  choose  his  tenant,  and  turn  him  out ;  but  if  the  landlord 
ns  to  inflict,  or  does  inflict,  that  turning  out  of  his  tenant 
vote,  that  is  inflicting  harm  or  loss  within  the  meaning  of 
b,  and  I  think  that  sort  of  thing  was  intended  to  be  struck 
he  statute.  So,  where  a  person  employs  a  servant,  and  the 
i  is  continuing  in  his  employment,  and  would  in  all  proba- 
ontinue  so  in  the  ordinary  coui*se  of  things,  the  master  may 
1  him  at  pleasure,  giving  him  proper  notice,  and  commits 
>ng  in  doing  so ;  but  if  he  does  it  on  account  of  the  vote 
r  the  purpose  of  coercing  the  voter,  the  statute  intends, 
k,  to  make  that  an  infliction  of  loss  which  was  to  be 
ed. 

the  Westbury*  case,  where  it  was  proved  that  a  manufac- 
ad  exercised  coercion  on  a  large  scale  in  order  to  force  his 
jople  to  vote,  it  was  held,  properly,  that  it  was  an  infliction 
lage  or  loss  which,  being  proved  to  be  done  by  an  agent, 
i  the  seat.  In  the  Blackburn  "f  and  Oldham  J  cases  it  was 
held  that  though  the  loss  and  harm  to  be  done  to  a  man  is 
illegal  harm — not  a  matter  that  would  be  a  crime,  like 
g  a  man  or  destroying  bis  property,  yet  if  it  be  a  loss 
d  for  the  purpose  of  afiFecting  the  vote,  it  is  brought  within 
tute. 

tning  now  to  what  may  be  called  precarious  loss.  Suppose 
50  of  a  person  who  is  in  the  habit,  at  intervals,  of  fre- 
ig  a  shop  and  giving  the  tradesman  some  custom,  if  he 
10  longer  to  give  that  custom,  but  to  go  elsewhere, — if  he 
0  threaten  to  take  away  that  custom,  and  go  elsewhere,  is 
loss  or  not  ?  I  think  if  the  loss  proposed  to  be  inflicted 
ay  were  to  such  an  extent  and  in  such  a  way  as  would 
ly  affect  the  saleable  value  of  the  goodwill  of  the  man's 
IS,  it  would  clearly  be  a  loss.  The  matter  must  be  weighed 
estion  of  degree.    It  is  not  to  be  forgotten  that  the  section 

•     ♦  Vide  ante,  p.  50.  f  Vide  ante,  p.  204. 

%  Vide  ante,  p.  161. 
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Threat  serious 
and  deliberate, 
and  loss,  if 
sufifered,  not 
too  remote. 


Effect  of  word 
*  corruptly '  in 
17  &  18  Vict, 
c.  102,  8.  4. 


enacts  that  the  offence  shall  be  a  misdemeanour.  It  must  be 
remembered,  in  construing  the  statute,  that  it  is  intended  thai 
such  an  infliction  of  loss,  or  such  a  threatening  of  infliction  of  loo^ 
must  be  so  serious  that  one  could  direct  a  jury  in  a  criminal  oouit 
to  find  that  a  person  was  guilty  of  misdemeanour."  i 

Speaking  then  of  mere  threats  as  distinguished  from  actual  : 
loss,  he  said  : — 

"  Where  an  injury  has  been  actually  inflicted,  the  proof  is  com- 
paratively easy,  but  where  merely  a  threat  has  been  made,  or 
what  is  supposed  to  be  a  threat,  and  not  acted  upon,  the  point  if  i 
more  diflBcult  to  determine.     The  question  would  be  one  of  fad  ; 
Was  this  a  serious  and  deliberate  threat  meant  to  affect  the  vote  ] 
(though  perhaps  repented  of  and  not  afterwards  acted  upon),  or 
merely  angry  words  not  meaning  anything  ?     When  it  comes  to  be  ■ 
a  case  of  what  may  be  called  precarious  benefit  arising  from  being  '■ 
a  customer  or  the  like,  the  matter  should  be  made  out  to  such  an 
extent  that  you  might  direct  a  jury  upon  an  indictment  to  find 
the  prisoner  guilty.     The  maxim  de  minimis  non  curat  lex  applies 
to  a  considerable  extent,  and  in  seeing  whether  there  is  undue 
influence  from  a  threat  of  some  loss,  you  should  see  whether  the  ■ 
loss  is  really  considerable  or  not,  and  that  the  loss  is  not  what 
a  lawyer  would  call  too  remote." 

On  the  question   of  corrupt  treating,  he   said,  after   quoting  ^ 
17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  4  :— 

"  All  the  judges   have  considered   that   the  word    '  corruptly* 
governs  the  whole,  and  that  it  means,  with  the  object  and  int^ 
ticn  of  doing  that  thing  which  the  statute  intended  to  forbid.    It 
does  not  mean  corrupt  in  the  sense  in  which  you  may  look  upoa 
a  man  as  beincr  a  knave  or  a  villain.     It  is  essential  also  that  tiid 
candidate  should  be  mixed  up  in  it ;  he  himself  must  do  the  act 
forbidden  ;   but  he  need  not  do  it  with  his  own   money  or  hf 
himself  personally,  if  he  shall   be  in  any  w^ay  accessory  to  the 
giving  or  providing.   If  the  agent,  for  whom  he  is  responsible,  doa 
it,  that,  as  far  as  voiding  the  election  goes,  has  the  same  effect  as 
the   candidate   doing   it.      Here   comes  that  which  governs  the 
whole.     Does  he   do   it  for   the  purpose   of  *  corruptly,'  t.«.,  cor- 
ruptly according  to  the  intention  of  the  statute,  '  influencing  such 
person  or  any  other  person  to  give  or  refrain  from  giving  Ws 


THE  NOETH  NORFOLK  CASE.  243 

?ote?*  That  is  the  keynote  of  the  statute.  I  take  it  that 
influencing  the  voters  to  give  their  votes  means  at  the  election 
then  pending,  and  it  comes  to  be  a  question  whether  or  no 
that  intention  is  made  out  as  a  matter  of  fact.  I  think  every 
judge  who  has  dealt  with  these  matters  has  agreed  completely 
irith  this." 

With  reference  to  treating  after  the  election,  he  said  : — 

"It  appears  that  in  a  considerable  number  of  cases,  after  the  Treating  after 
dection  was  over,  in  some  cases  a  day  or  two  after,  in  others  two  agent's  con- 
)r  three  weeks,  some  landed  proprietor,  or  squire,  or  large  farmer,  ^^^  *"  °' 
5»ve  a  dinner  to  his  tenants  and  people  around  him,  celebrating 
he  victory  their  side  had  obtained.  Now,  in  order  to  make  it 
leating  within  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  4,  it  is  necessary  that 
t  should  be  done  by  the  candidate,  or  that  the  candidate 
ihould  by  his  agents  be  accessory  to  it ;  and  though  the  statute 
n  express  terms  says  that  if  done  after  the  election  it  shall 
Dejust  the  same  as  before,  yet  nevertheless  when  given  after 
the  election  it  must  be  given  by  the  candidate,  or  somebody  who 
still  continues  to  bo  connected  with  the  candidate.  Now,  the 
agency  at  the  election  which  was  solely  from  the  canvassing 
before  the  election  expires  with  the  election,  whether  or  no 
*  person  who  had  been  requested  to  canvass  would  be  an  agent 
rtose  misconduct  would  avoid  the  election  would  depend  upon 
the  evidence ;  but  unless  there  is  something  to  show  continuing 
wthority,  that  person  could  not,  if  he  had  given  a  feast  ten  days 
«fter  the  election,  by  that  act  upset  the  election." 

Having  stated,   that,  no  doubt,  the  real   intention  with  which  Treavting  with 
these  dinners  were  given  was  to  increase   the  influence  of  the  future  elec- 
•quire  who  gave  them  over  his  tenants  and  others  who  would  be    *°°** 
▼otera  at  any  future  election,  he  said  : — 

"  As  yet  no  statute  has  struck  at  that.  If  it  is  thought  that 
wwh  things  ought  to  be  prohibited,  the  Legislature  must  say  that 
they  intend  to  prohibit  them." 

As  to  the  giving  of  meat  and  drink  by  a  candidate,  he  said : —      Candidate 

"  I  have  found  that  the  notion  has  prevailed  that  for  a  candi-  ^^f^^i^t^not 
ate   to  give   anything  in  the  way  of  meat  or   drink  was  fatal  necessarily 

corrupt. 

the  election.  That  is  a  salutary  notion,  and  acts  as  a  pro- 
[Ttive  machinery  to  the  candidate,  but  I  cannot  lay  down  the  law 
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to  tLe  full  extent  that  that  goes.  But  I  can  say  that  whenever 
a  candidate  or  agent  gives  any  meat  or  drink  he  does  what  ii 
a  foolish  and  imprudent  thing,  hecause  it  becomes  a  question  what; 
the  intention  was  in  doing  such  a  thing,  and  if  the  judge  wboj 
tries  the  case  finds  that  the  intention  was  to  influence  and  affecti 
voters,  it  vacates  the  election." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

'*  That   part   of  the   case    relating  to  the   employment  of 
scheduled   person   was  very  proper  to   investigate,   and    if 
petition  had  been  confined  to  that  point  alone,   and    had 
against  the  Respondent  Lacon  only,  I  should  not  have  decided 
the  Petitioner  should  pay  the  costs.     But  the  petition  has 
brought   against    both   members,   and    large    expense   has 
incurred  on  matters  on  which  there  has  been  a  complete  failure 
proof;  there  is  therefore  no  reason  to  depart  from  the  ordii 
rule  that  costs  should  follow  the  event." 


i 


CASE    XXXVI, 

BOROUGH    OF    NOTTINGHAM. 

Before  Mb.  Babon  Martut,  July  29,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Toer,  Tutdn,  and  Southgate. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Seely. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Serjeant  Pany  ;  Mr.  Macnamara  ; 

Mr.  Hannay ;  Mr.  Yeatman. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Cockayne  and  Talbot. 

C€ninsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins  ;  Mr.  Bichards. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  treating, 
and  undue  influence.  The  4th  allegation  was,  that  there  was  rioting 
in  the  town  on  the  polling-day  to  such  an  extent  that  the  persons 
entitled  to  vote  were  prevented  from  voting,  and  that  thereby  it 
^was  not  a  free  election ;  and  it  prayed  the  seat  for  the  unsuccessful 
candidate,  Mr.  Digby  Seymour. 

Evidence  was  given  of  bribery  in  two  cases,  but  in  neither 
of  them  was  agency  established. 

The  case  as  to  treating  entirely  failed. 

As  to  general  rioting,  it  was  only  proved  that  one  man  was 
prevented  by  fear  from  voting. 

At  the  close  of  the  Petitioners'  evidence,  and  after  consultation. 
It  was  agreed  to  abandon  the  case,  on  the  terms  that  each  party 
should  pay  their  own  costa 

Mr.  Baron  Martin  in  his  judgment,  said  :— 

"  This  matter  could  not,  I  believe,  be  settled  without  my  consent,  Jndge's  con- 

■ent  neceasaiy 
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most  be  per- 
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direct 
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tion most  be 
such  that  a 
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The  peace 
should  be  kept 
by  the  police, 
not  by  persona 
hired  for  that 
purpose  by  the 
candidate. 


mepl  to 
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but  I  am  satisfied  that  the  arrangement  come  to  is  a  reasonable 
and  proper  one." 

As  to  intimidation,  he  said : — 

"  The  case,  with  respect  to  intimidation,  is  founded  upon  the 
5th  section  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854.  According  to  the 
true  construction  of  that  section,  in  my  opinion,  it  means  the 
personal  direct  intimidation  of  the  voter,  and  does  not  at  all  refer 
to  a  general  intimidation  like  that  alleged  in  the  4th  averment  of 
the  petition.*' 

As  to  the  effect  of  rioting  upon  an  election,  he  said  : — 

''  No  doubt  if  rioting  takes  place  to  such  an  extent  that  ordinary 
men,  having  the  ordinary  nerve  and  courage  of  men,  are  thereby 
prevented  from  recording  their  votes,  the  election  is  void 
by  the  Common  Law,  for  the  Common  Law  provides  that  an 
election  should  be  free  in  the  sense  that  all  persons  shall  have  an 
opportunity  of  coming  to  the  poll  and  voting  without  fear  or 
molestation.  But  for  the  purpose  it  must  be  a  rioting  to  an  extent 
certainly  to  deter  a  man  of  ordinary  reasonable  nerve  from  going 
to  the  poll'* 

As  to  the  hiring  of  persons  on  behalf  of  the  candidates^  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  the  peace,  and  protecting  the  voters  he 
said  : — 

"  I  must  protest  against  the  employment  of  such  persons  at  alL 
The  proper  course  to  pursue  is  to  go  to  the  Mayor  and  communis 
cate  to  him  that  there  is  a  probability  of  the  peace  of  the  toim 
being  disturbed,  and  to  teU  him  that  he  must  perform  his  duly, 
and  swear  in  a  sufficient  number  of  special  constables  to  presenre 
the  peace." 

As  to  the  wearing  of  favours,  he  said : — 

'*  Some  steps  ought  to  be  taken  to  prevent  people  firom  weariiif 
favours  at  all.     The  law  prohibits  the  wearing  of  favours  in  tk 
most  direct  terms.*    It  does  not  put  it  so  as  to  affect  the  m4 
but  it  clearly  directs  that  it  should  not  be  done." 


*  Coirapt  Piactioes  Act,  1854,  s.  7. 


CASE  XXXVIL 

BUEGH  OF  GREENOCK. 

Before  Lord  Barcaple,  February  9,  1869. 


Petitioner:  Mr.  Christie. 

Bespondent:  Mr.  Grieve. 

The  Petitioner  appeared  in  person. 

Agent  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Colin  M'Culloch. 

Omuelfor  Respondent:  Mr.  A.  Rutherford  Clark  ;  Mr.  H.  H.  Lancaster  ; 

Mr.  J.  Teayner. 

Agent :  Mr.  Thomas  King. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  but 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  certain  arrangements  that  had  been  made 
:  ky  the  sheriflf  as  to  the  polling  places  were  not  strictly  in  accordance 
^th  the  statutory  provisions  on  the  subject ;  it  did  not,  however, 
•ppear  that  these  arrangements  were  made  otherwise  than  bond 
M,  or  that  they  in  any  degree  affected  the  fairness  of  the 
dectioiL 

\     As  to  corrupt  practices,  it  was  proved  that  the  Respondent  had 
at  the  commencement  of  his  canvass,  written  a  letter  which  con- 
tained the  following  expression,  "  If  I  go  in  I  must  do  it  properly 
to  win,  I  do  not  suppose  Christie  is  prepared  to  bleed  freely."    It 
was  further  proved  that  for  fees  to  agents  alone,  exclusive  of  other 
expenses,  the  sum  of  more  than  £1700  was  paid  by  the  Respondent. 

8  2 
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It  was  not,  however,  established  that  either  this  sum  of  money, 
or  any  other,  was  spent  corruptly. 

Some  evidence  was  given  of  bribery  and  treating,  but  no  case 
was  established. 

Procedure  Before  the  commencement  of  the  case, 

^o^usto  jjj.  c7^^.^  enquired  what  would  be  the  course  of  procedure  in 

the  Justiciary    this  case. 

^i)  2.  Lord    Babcaple  stated  that    the   course  pursued  would  be 

analogous  to  that  in  the  Justiciary  Court 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Endence  of  Upon  evidence  being  tendered  as  to  a  case  of  bribeiy, 

be  excluded  on      ^^'  Clark,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  that  the  name  of  the 
Sat*teS^t*i     briber  was  not  down  in  the  list  of  particulars, 
name  is  not  Lord  Barcaple  said  that  he  was  not  at  present  prepared  to 

in  particulars.  jt  x     * 

(1)  207.  exclude  the  evidence  on  that  ground. 

Evidence  of  Evidence  having  been  tendered  to  show  that  one  of  the  pollinf 

po^o/or       booths  was  connected  with  a  public-house,* 
^t^i^W         ^^'  ^^^^'  ^^^  *b®  Respondent,  objected  to  this  matter  being 
without  a         gone  into,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  special  allegation  as  to 
allegation  of  it  this  in  the  petition. 


in  the  petition.       j^^^  Barcaple  Riled  that  there  being  no  such  allegation  in 

petition,  it  could  not    be    gone  into   as  a  separate  subject  d 
investigation. 

Not  illegal  for  It  was  proved  that  the  sheriff,  in  the  course  of  making  arrange- 
the  assistance  stents  for  taking  the  poll,  had  communicated  with,  and  more  (f 
and  advice  of    j^gg  taken  the  assistance  and  advice  of,  the  town  clerk. 

the  town  clerk  ^  ^  ^  , 

as  to  the  con-        The  Petitioner  objected  that  this  was  illegal  on  the  part  of  tw 

election.  sheriff,  and  more  particularly  so  because  one  of  the  candidate* 

was  at  the  time  of  the  election  provost  of  the  burgh. 

Lord  Barcaple,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 

"  I  cannot  conceive  that  the  sheriff  did  anything  that  can  W 

looked  upon  as  illegal  in  communicating  with  the  town  clerk,  w 

has  express  duties  to  perform  as  to  providing  places  in  wUcb  to 

*  This  is  prohibited  in  Scotland  by  the  16  &  17  Vict  c  28,  a.  4 


THE  GEEENOOK  CASE.  249 

poll,  and  by  the  Reform  Act  of  last  year  (31  &  32  Vict  c.  48)  new 
duties  are  imposed  upon  him,  and  new  instructions  are  given  to 
him,  which  imply  that  he  is  still  a  public  officer  responsibly 
charged  with  some  duties  in  this  matter.  The  sherifiF  is  entitled 
to  have  from  him  all  the  assistance  which  he,  as  clerk  of  the 
burgh,  could  give  him  in  the  matter.  From  the  very  outset  of  the 
present  system  of  election,  the  town  clerk  has  been  a  person  who 
was  charged  with  duties  in  providing  polling-places  in  burghs. 
By  the  Reform  Act,  1832  (2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  65),  s.  27,  he  was  the 
sole  person  who  had  any  functions  to  perform  in  that  respect,  and 
he  was  to  make  the  division.  I  do  not  think  that  section  of  the 
Reforai  Act,  1832,  has  been  repealed ;  it  has  been  modified  and 
added  to  by  subsequent  Acts,  but  I  think  it  remains  there  as  the 
basis  of  the  whole  thing,  showing  that  the  town  clerk  is  a  person 
who,  as  he  has  duties  to  perform  in  the  matter,  might  well  be 
consulted  and  called  upon  by  the  sheriff  to  give  advice.'* 

It  appeared  that  by  the  arrangement  made  by  the  sherifiF  for  irregularity  in 
taking  the  poll  at  the  election,  the  burgh  had  not,  in  fact,  been  ^°foU?nT 
ivided  into  districts,  in   pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  2  &  3  places  when  it 

Tff'ii  .  .    .  invalidates 

"uL  4,  c.  65,  s.  27,  which  enacts  that  "  the  sherifiF  shall  divide  the  election. 

bai]gh  into  districts  and  appoint  a  convenient  polling-place  for 

^  district,  so  that  not  more  than  600  persons  shall  poll  at  any 

election  at  any  such  place,"  but  that  he  availed  himself  of  the 

division  of  the  burgh  into  wards,  made  under  s.  6  of  31  &  32  Vict. 

f    <^  102,  and  appointed  in  each  of  these  wards  a  certain  number  of 

^ms  or  places  for  the  poll  to  be  taken  at.     Further,  he  did  not 

assign  the  persons  being  voters  living  within  particular  portions  of 

eadi  ward  to  each  new  polling-place,  but  he  divided  the  entire  list  of 

voters  in  the  ward  by  taking  them  alphabetically  and  allotting  one 

jx>rtion  of  the  alphabet  to  one  polling-place,  and  another  portion 

to  a  second  polling-place,  and  so  on.     There  was  not,  however,  any 

evidence  to  show  that  the  fairness  or  the  result  of  the  election  was 

at  all  affected  by  the  arrangements  that  the  sheriff  did  make. 

The  Petitioner,  upon  this,  contended  that  the  sheriff  had  acted 
ooDtrary  to  the  statutory  provisions  upon  which  this  matter  pro- 
ceeds, and  therefore  that  the  election  ought  to  be  declared  void. 
Lord  Babcaple,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 
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"I  do  not  think  it  incumbent  upon  me  to  pxx>nounoe  anj 
judgment  upon  whether  there  has  been  any  contravention  of 
those  statutory  provisions,  but  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  that 
there  has  been  any.  The  provisions  in  the  above-mentioned 
statutes  are  not  easily  all  read  together.  The  truth  is,  that  poll- 
ing-places with  reference  to  counties  is  an  expression  which  hu 
always  had,  and  to  some  extent  always  must  have,  a  somewhat 
different  meaning  from  that  which  it  has  in  burgba  A  polling* 
place  in  a  county  is  veiy  commonly  a  town,  and  within  that  town, 
no  matter  where  the  polling-booths  are  situated,  it  is  still  at  tk 
same  polling-place.  But  then  there  is  nothing  of  that  sort  in 
ordinary  burghs,  unless  you  conceive  that  which  has  not,  I  believe^ 
in  Scotland  been  at  all  common,  that  you  have  in  one  of  the 
central  burghs  a  particular  public  place,  which  has  by  use  or  hf 
misapprehension  of  the  statute,  from  1832  downwards,  been  ftlwaji 
used  as  the  polling-place  of  that  burgh.  But  the  much  mon 
ordinary  thing,  and  that  which  the  statutes  even  in  their  more 
recent  provisions  seem  to  point  to  is,  that  in  burghs  the  place  fof 
taking  the  poll  must  necessarily  be  more  or  less  fluctuating,  becaose 
it  is  either  to  be  a  temporary  booth  erected  .where  the  ptthBc 
authorities  may  find  a  convenient  space  for  so  doing,  which  di- 
appears  whenever  the  election  is  over ;  or  it  is  to  be  a  room  hired 
for  the  purpose  from  any  person  who  has  a  room  convenient  to  be 
hired  for  that  pui-pose  at  that  time  ;  that  is  to  say,  it  is  very  g^ 
rally  either  a  booth  upon  a  piece  of  ground  which  may  happen  to 
be  vacant  at  the  time,  or  it  is  a  shop,  or  room,  or  other  building 
which  at  the  time  happens  to  be  untenanted.  That  implies  that 
necessarily  there  must  be  some  degree  of  fluctuation,  and  therefore 
I  do  not  know  that  I  can  say  that  I  think  that  there  is  any  ▼cij 
precise  rule,  which  can  be  adopted  by  the  public  officers  who  have 
the  charge  of  carrying  out  those  provisions.  I  rather  think  that 
he  has  a  latitude.  I  have  no  doubt  it  has  always  been  acted 
upon,  and  I  rather  think  that  that  latitude  is  within  the  statute 
themselves." 

As  to  whether,  if  there  had  been  to  any  extent  a  contravention 
of  the  statutory  provisions,  that  contravention  should  invalidate 
the  election,  he  said : — 

"  I  think  that  these  statutory  provisions  are  of  such  a  kind  th^t 
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t  would  require  that  something  much  more  should  be  made  out 
lian  merely  that  they  were  transgressed  in  good  faith,  and  with- 
rat  any  serious  consequence,  to  invalidate  the  election." 

Lord  Babcaple,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent  duly 
elected. 

As  to  the  principle  to  be  applied  in  dealing  with  questions  of 
agency  in  election  inquiries,  he  said : — 

''I  think  there  are  three  principles  applicable  to  three  kinds  of  Principle  to 
matters.  There  is,  first  of  all,  the  strictest  of  all  principles,  that  quMtwns  of 
which  is  applicable  to  a  criminal  charge,  and  there  you  are  ^^^^^^ 
responsible  for  nothing  at  all  except  your  own  individual  guilt 
That  is  a  thing  consistent  with  ordinary  common  sense.  There  is 
then  the  principle  that  is  applicable  to  actions  of  a  civil  kind 
raised  against  a  party  on  the  ground  of  a  wrong  done,  and  in 
which  it  is  proved  that  the  wrong  was  done  by  the  defender's 
agent ;  that  is  to  say,  a  person  employed  by  the  defender  while  he 
was  doing  the  thing  he  was  employed  to  do ;  but  there  there 
comes  in  the  principle,  that  he  was  employed  to  do  the  particular 
work,  and  that  he  was  not  employed  to  do  the  wrong.  Then 
there  is  the  third  class  of  cases  with  which  we  are  at  present 
engaged,  where,  in  these  election  petitions,  it  being  proved  that  a 
candidate  is  having  his  election  carried  on  by  a  committee  or 
certain  canvassers,  those  canvassers  do  something  which,  if  the 
candidate  is  responsible  for  it,  will  invalidate  the  election.  And  it 
M  held  that  he  is  responsible  for  it  in  the  sense  of  making  the 
validity  of  the  election  depend  upon  it  I  do  not  see  how  these 
dection  petitions  would  be  of  the  least  use  otherwise,  because  I 
suppose  that  there  are  very  few  candidates  indeed  who  undertake  • 

ti^e  practice  of  corruption  by  their  own  hand.  I  presume  there 
^  equally  few  candidates,  or  very  nearly  so,  who  ever  say  to 
their  agents  that  they  are  to  proceed  corruptly  in  the  matter." 

Costs  followed  the  event.  Costs, 


k 
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BOEOUGH  OP  DEOGHEDA. 

Befobe  Bt.  Hok.  Mb.  Justiob  Keooh,  Januabt  15,  1869. 


Petitioner :  Sir  Francis  Leopold  M'Clintock. 

Respondent:  Mr.  WliitwortlL 

Cowuelfor  Petitioner:  Mr.  M'Donough,  Q.C. ;  Hon.  David  Plnnkety  Q.C. : 

Mr.  Byknd,  Q.C. 

Agent :  Mr.  P.  J.  Mayne. 

Cowiselfor  Respondent:  Mr.  Heron,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Palles,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  EhmilL 

Agent :  Mr.  Hemy  Clinton. 


The  petition  was  as  follows : — 

1.  Your  Petitioner  was  a  candidate  at  the  above  election. 

2.  Your  Petitioner  states  that  the  election  was  holden  on  the 
21st  day  of  November,   in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1868,  when 
Benjamin  Whitworth,  Francis  Brodigan,  and  your  Petitioner  wero 
candidates,   and   the   Returning  Officer  has  returned   Benjamin 
Whitworth  as  being  duly  elected. 

3.  Your  Petitioner  states  that  upon  several  days  immediately 
preceding  the  election,  addresses  and  speeches  of  an  exciting  and 
inflammatory  nature  were  delivered  in  the  public  streets  rf 
Drogheda  by  the  said  Benjamin  Whitworth  and  several  oibia 
persons,  in  his  presence,  and  with  his  knowledge  and  consent,  for 
the  purpose  of  urging  and  inciting  a  number  of  persons  to  use 
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rce  in  order  to  intimidate  and  prevent  the  electors  from  voting 
r  your  Petitioner  or  the  said  Francis  Brodigan,  and  to  compel 
em  to  vote  for  the  said  Benjamin  Whitworth. 

4.  A  large  number  of  men  and  women  were  hired  by  the  said 
mjamin  Whitworth,  or  with  his  knowledge  and  consent,  for  the 
upose  of  intimidating  electors  in  order  to  induce  them  to  vote 
r  the  said  Benjamin  Whitworth,  or  to  refrain  from  voting  for 
•ur  Petitioner  or  the  said  Francis  Brodigan. 

5.  Several  members  of  the  Roman  Catholic  priesthood  im- 
operly  exercised  their  spiritual  influence  over  many  of  the 
ectors  for  the  purpose  of  constraining  them  to  vote  for  the  said 
BDJamin  Whitworth,  and  to  prevent  them  from  voting  for  your 
Jtitioner  or  the  said  Francis  Brodigan. 

6.  Upon  the  18th  day  of  November,  1868,  the  day  of  the  nomi- 
ition  of  candidates,  the  Court-house,  where  the  election  was  to 

held,  was  taken  possession  of  by  a  riotous  mob,  consisting  of 
e  friends  and  supporters  of  the  said  Benjamin  Whitworth,  who 
^e  an  attack  upon  your  Petitioner  and  his  proposer  and 
^nder,  and  several  other  of  his  supporters,  and  by  actual  force 
pelled  them  from  the  Court-house,  inflicting  severe  bodily 
uries  upon  them. 

7.  Upon  the  20th  day  of  November,  1868,  being  the  polling- 
y,  several  thousand  persons,  friends  and  supporters  of  the  said 
njamin  Whitworth,  armed,  some  with  firearms  and  others  with 
idgeons  and  sticks,  attacked  voters  who  wished  and  had  pro- 
sed to  vote  for  your  Petitioner,  and  inflicted  very  severe  wounds 
1  other  bodily  injuries  upon  them,  and  forcibly  prevented  many 
them  from  recording  their  votes,  and  also  attacked  a  large 
ort  of  cavalry,  infantry,  and  police,  who  were  acting  as  an  escort 
the  protection  of  voters,  and  caused  such  terror  and  alarm  in 
i  minds  of  the  electors,  that  many  who  had  promised  to  vote  for 
i  said  Francis  Brodigan,  and  some  who  had  promised  to  vote  for 
IT  Petitioner,  were  induced,  by  intimidation,  to  vote  for  the  said 
njamin  Whitworth ;  and  many  electors  who  had  promised  to 
«  for  your  Petitioner,  and  had  come  long  distances  to  do  so, 
1  were  most  anxious  to  do  so,  if  they  could  without  risk  of  their 
»,  were  deterred  from  going  to  the  poll  and  recording  their 
ea. 
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8.  Tour  Petitioner  chai^ges  that  the  offence  of  undue  influenoe 
at  the  said  election  was  committed  by  the  said  Benjamin  Whit- 
worth  and  a  great  number  of  other  persons,  with  his  knowledge 
and  consent ;  and  that  an  organised  system  of  intimidation  and 
violence  was  established  by  the  said  Benjamin  Whitworth  and  liii 
friends  and  agents ;  and  that  the  said  Benjamin  Whitworth  ooold 
at  any  time  have  restrained  the  rioters  firom  acts  of  violence  if  h 
had  been  willing  to  do  so. 

9.  Your  Petitioner  alleges  that  if  the  electors  had  been  sShmi 
to  vote  according  to  their  wishes,  without  any  intimidation  or 
coercion,  your  Petitioner  would  have  been  returned  at  the  thm 
election  as  a  burgess  to  serve  in  Parliament  for  the  said  county  tf 
the  town  of  Drogheda. 

The  allegations  in  the  petition,  as  to  the  rioting  and  geneni 
intimidation,  having  been  fully  established  by  the  evidence  :— 
Effect  on  Counsel  were  heard  for  the  Respondent,  and  contended,  in  the  fink 

^enJ  intiini*  pl^co,  that,  although,  doubtless,  individual  votes  might  be  struck  (S, 
^^a^tii?^^  upon  a  scrutiny,  upon  the  ground  of  intimidation,  and  also,  douUr 
jorityof  the      less,  an  election  might  be  set  aside  if  an  organised  and  geneni] 

constitueiicy  ,  .  ,  ....  i 

poUed.  system  either  of  bribery,  treating  or  intimidation  were  proM» 

still,  that  before  setting  it  aside  on  such  a  ground,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  prove  besides,  that  such  bribery,  treating,  or  intimi- 
dation, however  extensive  it  might  have  been,  had  had  a  sub- 
stantial influence  upon  the  fate  of  the  election ;  in  other  wonk; 
provided  the  Respondent  had  an  actual  majority  of  registeied 
electors,  be  it  ever  so  small,  then  no  matter  what  happens  outside^ 
no  matter  how  many  electors  are  assaulted  or  driven  from  the 
polling-booth,  no  matter  how  many  voters  are  hunted  through  tbe 
fields  and  obliged  to  go  by  devious  ways  in  order  to  get  back  to 
their  homes,  no  matter  how  much  blood  is  shed,  no  matter  how 
much  spiritual  intimidation  has  been  brought  to  bear  upon  the 
electors ;  still,  if  the  candidate  who  is  returned  upon  the  polling* 
day  can  say,  "  There  are  1000  electors  in  the  borough,  and  I  have 
polled,  no  matter  how,  501  of  them,"  his  election  cannot  be 
declared  void  on  the  groimd  of  general  intimidation,  although  ^ 
unsuccessful  candidate  may,  upon  a  scrutiny,  by  striking  oS 
individual  votes  on  this  ground,  show  that  but  for  the  general 
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ntimidation  he  would  have  had  a  majority.  In  support  of  this 
uguuient  the  Roxburgh  Case*  was  cited.  In  that  case  the 
Committee  reported  "that  at  the  late  election  for  Roxburgh  riotous 
BQd  tumultuous  proceedings  took  place,  in  consequence  of  which, 
proceedings  were  instituted  in  the  Justiciary  Court,  and  certain  of 
the  offenders  were  convicted.  That  the  Committee  are  of  opinion 
that  the  riots  were  not  of  such  a  nature  nor  of  so  long  a  duration 
88  to  prevent  the  votes  of  the  electors  being  taken  at  the 
election." 

It  was  further  argued  for  the  Respondent  that  the  onus  of  proof 
was  upon  the  Petitioner  to  show  that  undue  influence  was  exer- 
cised by  the  Respondent  in  such  a  way  that  he  thereby  obtained  a 
majority,  because  (it  was  said)  it  was  impossible  for  the  Re- 
spondent to  prove  the  negation  of  this  ;  in  other  words,  that  the 
Respondent  had  a  right  to  say  to  the  Petitioner,  "  You  are  in  a 
minority,  and  you  must  show  that  the  mind  of  each  voter  who 
made  up  my  majority  has  been  unduly  influenced." 

Mr.  Justice  Keooh  said,  as  to  the  first  part  of  the  argument,  in 
his  judgment : — 

"I  must  say  at  once  that  the  argument  put  forward  by  the 

Respondent  is  one  from  which  I  wholly  and  entirely  dissent.     It  is 

subversive,  in  my  mind,   of  the  whole   principle  of  freedom  of 

election.     It  is   said   by  the   counsel  for  the   Respondents,  that 

freedom  of  election  is  secured  provided  the  majority  are  shown  to 

have  had    the    power    of   recording   their    votes.     I   deny   that 

altogether.     This  was  not  solely  a  contest  between  the  Respondent 

•ndthe  Petitioner.     There  is  another  and  greater  interest  than 

l^dongs  to   either  of  them  ;   there   is   the   public  interest.     The 

humblest  individual  in  the  whole  of  the  constituency  has  as  good  a 

right  without  fear  or  intimidation  to  come  into  the  Court-house 

upon  the  day  of  the  election  as  the  richest  man  upon  the  register, 

•ud  as  good  a  right  as  the  great  majority  of  the   constituency. 

Take  it  that  a  candidate   has   by  the   most   legitimate   means 

obtained  the  votes  of  nine-tenths  of  the  constituency  in  his  favour, 

yet  it  18  of  vital  importance  to  the  public  weal  that  the  remaining 

tenth  should  be  able  to  record  their  votes  and  to  express  their 

*  Falconer  and  Fitzbexberf  b  Election  Cases,  367. 
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opinions.  If  the  majority  are  not  only  to  send  their  own  re{He- 
sentative  to  Parliament,  as  of  course  the  majority  must  do,  but  if 
they  are  to  drive  by  terror  and  with  ignominy  and  with  scorn  and 
with  denunciation  the  minority  from  the  poll,  what  becomes  of 
freedom  to  this  country  ?  The  Roocburgh  Case  (which  has  been 
cited  for  the  Respondent)  reversed  almost  all  antecedeat 
decisions.  Mr.  Austin,  who  argued  that  case,  pointed  out  to  the 
Committee  that  among  the  reported  cases  of  petitions  to  set  aode 
elections  on  the  ground  of  riots,  there  were  only  two  since  tka 
year  1624  in  which  the  election  was  not  set  aside.  It  is  to  he 
observed,  too,  that  in  this  case  the  resolution  was  not  arrived  it 
unanimously,  but  that  three  out  of  nine  of  the  Committee  voted 
"that  the  election  be  set  aside  by  reason  of  the  premature  close rf 
the  poll,  whereby  the  electors  were  deprived  of  a  portion  of  the 
period  allowed  by  law  for  the  exercise  of  the  franchise." 
As  to  the  second  part  of  the  ai'gument,  he  said : — 
"  Even  if  this  argument  were  applied  to  the  case  of  bribeij,  it 
might  be  hard,  if  there  was  an  extensively  o.^:anised  8y8tem,to 
trace  it  to  each  individual  voter,  and  in  the  case  of  treating 
detection  would  be  still  more  difficult.  But  in  both  these  caeei 
you  have  something  to  lay  your  hands  upon ;  you  have  mooej, 
you  have  food,  you  have  drink.  But  when  you  come  to  the  caee 
of  intimidation,  who  is  there  would  venture  to  gauge  its  influence! 
Who  can  tell  what  is  its  efifect  upon  the  human  mind  ?  It  is  true 
that  you  may  prove  that  a  man  has  been  told,  standing  outsub 
the  Court-house  'If  you  go  in  and  vote  for  Sir  Leopold 
M'Clintock,  your  brains  will  be  dashed  out.'  That  will  showtW 
that  man  has  been  intimidated,  but  will  any  man  say  that  if  thert 
were  half  a  dozen  voters  standing  by  whilst  that  same  observation 
is  made,  the  influence  of  that  threat  directed  specially  against 
him  will  not  operate  upon  them  ?  How  is  the  limit  to  be  fixed' 
How  is  the  influence  of  intimidation  to  be  traced  ?  I  will  put  • 
case  which  I  am  very  sorry  to  say  is  not  an  imaginaiy  ont 
Supposing  that  a  minister  of  religion  were  to  say  to  an  individnJ 
voter,  '  If  you  do  not  vote  in  a  particular  way,  and  if  anything 
should  happen  to  you  between  this  time  and  the  time  at  whid 
you  should  reach  your  dwelling-house,  your  immortal  soul— ywff 
salvation — will  be  perilled,"  who  is  to  say  what  would  be 
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it  of  the  iDfluence  of  that  observation  proceeding  from  the 
i  of  a  minister  of  religion  upon  the  whole  of  his  congre- 
n  ?  It  is  not  possible  to  give  evidence  in  a  court  of  justice 
1  would  carry  out  the  proposition  which  has  been  laid  down 
le  counsel  for  the  Respondent  here,  and  if  at  all  it  is  to  be 
I  a  matter  of  evidence,  the  onus  of  proof  should  be  thrown 
them  to  show  that  when  the  law  has  been  violated,  when 
outrage  and  intimidation  has  been  organised,  that  intimi* 
Q  and  that  violence  have  not  produced  their  natural  conse- 
ces,  namely,  terrifying  the  people  from  the  exercise  of  their 
mate  franchise." 

r.  Justice  K£OGH,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent's 
ion  void  upon  the  ground  of  personal  undue  influence, 
to  freedom  of  voting,  he  said  :— 
Ine  of  the  best  established  rules  of  freedom  of  election  is,  Effect  of  or- 

ganiBed  syBtem 

the  electors  shall  come  to  the  poll  perfectly  free  as  they  are  of  bribery, 
tered,  that  they  shall  not  themselves  accept  bribes,  that  they  intim^tiwi 
not  be  treated,  that  they  shall  not  be  coerced,  and  that  they  f  ®*  tr«jeable 

'  •'    ^  '  y    to  candidate  or 

not  be  intimidated  j  and  if,  as  regards  any  single  vote,  it  is  hia  agent. 
d  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  any  such  voter  has 

so  acted  upon,  it  is  the  imperative  duty  of  the  Court  to 
re  that  that  is  not  a  good  vote.  I  am  taking  it  now  step  by 
first  as  to  the  question  of  avoiding  an  election.  There  may 
any  votes  declared  to  be  bad  votes,  there  may  be  many  men 
d  or  treated  or  coerced  at  an  election,  but  it  does  not  neces- 

foUow  that  because  of  those   circumstances  the   election 

is  void.  But  I  take  it  to  be  well  settled  law,  not  only  by 
un  of  decisions  of  Committees  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
lecided  also  collaterally  in  cases  in  which  such  questions 
brought  before  the  superior  courts,  that  an  organised  system 
r  of  bribery  or  of  treating  will  invalidate  an  election.  Surely 
old  not  be  for  a  moment  contended  that,  supposing  in  a 
igh  of  this  description  banks  were  to  open  their  doors,  to  let 

understood  and  known  that  every  man  who  voted  in  a 
n  way  would  receive  a  sum  of  money,  that  large  amounts 
deposited  for  that  purpose,  which  you  might  never  be  able  to 
to  the  candidate,  or  to  any  one  of  his  agents,  but  yet  you 
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would  be  able  to  prove  that  there  was  an  OTganised  and  ext^im 
system  of  bribery  carried  on  in  the  borough,  an  election  under  rodi 
circumstances  could  be  allowed  to  stand.     Take  then  the  case  d 
an  organised  system  of  treating.     I  am  speaking  now  of  caaeB  d 
which  nothing  could  be  traced  to  a  candidate  or  his  agent ;  bol 
supposing  at  the   head  of   every  street  food  and  drink  wen 
provided  in  large  quantities,  and  places  for  eating  and  places  fd  p^ 
drinking  opened,  as  to  which  it  was  known  that  every  voter  who 
wished  to  go  thither,  and  seek  for  food  or  for  drink  would  leoem 
it,  provided  he  was  a  voter  upon  the  side  of  a  particular  candidttkei 
and  that  that  was  an  organised* system  of  debauching  the  votes 
of  a  particular  borough,  although  all  the  while  not  traceable  to  the 
member  or  his  agents  so  as  to  disqualify  him  at  future  elections,  is 
it  to  be  supposed  for  a  moment  that  such  an  organised  system  ai 
that  would  not  defeat  an  election  ?    I  take  it  that  it  is  well  settled 
that  it  woidd  do  so,  and  that  there  is  no  possibility  of  contestiDg 
that  proposition. 

"  But  to  come  to  the  question  of  general  intimidation.  In  the 
Dungarvan  Case*  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee,  Sir  Josejdi 
Napier,  in  delivering  judgment,  said  as  follows  : — '  Two  great 
principles  were  always  sought  to  be  maintained  ;  first,  that  the 
election  should  be  free,  and  second,  that  the  character  of  the 
candidate  should  be  pure  in  regard  to  the  election.  It  is  very 
material  to  distinguish  between  acts  by  which  an  election  may  be 
avoided  and  conduct  by  which  the  candidate  may  be  disqualified. 
The  avoidance  of  an  election  depends  upon  the  effect  of 
all  acts  done  which  interfere  with  the  freedom  required  by  law, 
but  the  disqualification  of  a  candidate  arises  from  his  culpabiUty 
in  what  he  does  to  procure  his  return  by  undue  influence.  These 
matters  are  in  their  nature  distinct,  and  ought  not  to  be  con- 
founded.* 

"  Mr.  Palles,  in  his  argument  for  the  Respondent,  did  not  con- 
tend that  the  law  as  to  intimidation  was  otherwise  than  similar  to 
that  as  to  bribery  or  treating,  but  in  trying  to  limit  the  consequences 
to  particular  acts  of  intimidation  he  used  this  remarkable  phrase, 
'  the  communism  of  intimidation.*     Now  I  adopt  that  ezpreffiion, 

♦  2  Power,  Rodwell  &  Dew,  326. 
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though  probably  it  is  not  a  strictly  accurate  one,  but  to  my  mind  it 
conveys  a  good  deal,  and  the  way  in  which  I  accept  it  is  this,  that 
to  put  general  intimidation  upon  a  parallel  with  general  bribery 
or  general  treating,  it  must  be  shown  to  spread  over  such  an 
extent  of  ground,  and  to  permeate  through  the  community  to 
sncli  an  extent  that  the  tribunal  considering  the  case  is  satisfied, 
if  it  be  so,  that  freedom  of  election  has  ceased  to  exist  in  conse- 
quence. If  that  be  the  case,  I  for  my  part  see  no  distinction 
between  an  organised  system  of  bribery,  an  organised  system  of 
treating,  and  an  organised  system  of  intimidation.*' 

**  Costs  to  follow  the  event"  Costs. 
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CASE  XXXIX. 

BOROUGH  OF  UMERICB:. 

Bbfore  Mr.  Babon  Fitzgerald,  Jai^uaby  19^  1869. 

♦ 

Petitioners :  Ryan  and  others. 

EsspandirUs :  Major  Qavin ;  Mr.  RoflselL 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Heron^  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Murphy^  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Jol 

Ageni:  Mr.  John  Elland. 

Counsel  for  Respondent  Oavin:  Mr.  CyHaean,  Q.O. ;  Mr.  Cleaij. 

Agent:  Mr.  O'DonnelL 

Coumsl  for  Respondent  Russell :  M'Donongh,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Coffeji 

Mr.  O'Shaughnessy. 

Agent:  Mr.  Murphy. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery, 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

Some  evidence  was  given  as  to  bribery,  but  no  case  y 
lished. 

As  to  treating,  it  was  proved  that  a  number  of  orders 
ments  was  given  to  the  partisans  of  the  Respondents 
not  established,  either  that  these  orders  were  given  for 
of  influencing  votes,  or  that  they  did  in  fact  influence 

The  last  class  of  evidence  brought  forward  was  th 
of  a  charge  of  mixed  bribery  and  intimidation.   It  wi 
a  sum  of  between  300Z.  and  4002.  was  expended  in  i 
before  the  election  in  giving  drink  to  several  h^ 
throughout  the  city  for  the  purpose  of  securing  f 
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aecessary,  the  force  used  by  the  opposite  side.  It  appeared 
flonable  ground  existed  for  alarm  on  the  part  of  the 
ent*8  canvassers,  whereupon  a  meeting  of  magistrates  and 
BIS  convened,  and  it  was  then  determined  to  call  upon  the 
jper  of  the  Respondents  to  set  about  providing  a  mob  for 
ose  of  protecting  them  and  counteracting  the  mob  on  the 
le.  This  was  accordingly  done,  but  it  did  not  appear  that 
juence  of  it  any  voters  were  prevented  in  any  way  from 
>r  that  any  injury  to  life  or  property  resulted  from  it ;  con- 
y  it  was  held  not  to  come  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Practices  Act. 

aron  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respon- 

ilv  elected. 

the  word  "  corrupt,"  he  said  : — 

I  satisfied  that  where  in  the  former  part  of  the  2nd  section  ^Hiy  the  word 

Corrupt  Practices  Act   reference   is  made  to   ofifers  and   "conrup*" 

*^  ^  has  been  8ome« 

;  made  before  the  vote  is  given,  the  legislature  clearly  times  put  in 
I  the  Court  to  draw  a  primd  facie  reasonable  inference  omitted  in  the 
5  act  done  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  done,  leaving  tj^"*^^  "*^' 
)ther  side  to  rebut  that  inference  if  they  could.     Every  1854. 
Q  act  done  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  this  Act  is  to  be 
I  as  done  for  a  corrupt  pui*pose,  and  once  show  that  a 
Q  act  is  done  for  any  of  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
nmediately  becomes  a  con-upt  act,  though  it  would  other- 
'e  been  a  purely  innocent  one  ;  that  is  to  say,  in  some  cases 
tself  affords  ground  for  reasonable  inference  of  the  inten- 
b  which  the  act  is  done,  and  there  the  legislature  has  not 
ed  the  word  '  corrupt ;'  and  if  the  act  is  simply  proved  to 

the  Court  is  allowed  to  draw  from  it  the  ordinary  reason- 
rence  pi%'nid  fdcie  that  it  was  done  for  a  corrupt  purpose, 
•e  are  other  cases  in  which  the  legislature,  for  some  reason 

appears  to  have  thought  the  inference  not  so  strong,  and 
cases  it  introduces  the  word  '  corruptly '  for  the  purpose  of 
that  it  did  not  intend  the  ordinary  inference  of  intention 
?lied  upon.  This  can  be  easily  and  perfectly  illustrated, 
the  malicious  purpose  is  what  constitutes  murder.     The 

homicide  alone  is  proved,  the  jury  may  infer  from  the 


^ 
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homicide  alone  the  malicious  purpose.  But  if  the  legislature  had 
said  that  there  must  be  express  malice  to  coDstitute  murder,  the 
fact  of  homicide  would  be  left  still  as  raisiug  the  presumption  of 
malice  at  law,  and  would  therefore  be  evidence  materially  bearing 
upon  the  question ;  but  unless  the  facts  and  circumstances  made 
out  something  in  addition,  the  crime  of  murder  would  not  be  com- 
mitted. So  here,  where  the  legislature  has  not  introduced  the  word 
'  corruptly/  and  the  natural  and  reasonable  inference  from  the  act ii 
that  it  was  an  act  done  for  the  purpose  contemplated,  the  l^islatme 
has  treated  it  as  corrupt,  without  mentioning  anything  more  about 
it.  But  in  those  cases  in  which  it  seems  to  have  been  intended 
that  the  Court  should  not  infer  the  purpose  simply  and  solely  from 
the  act,  it  has  introduced  the  word  *  con-uptly.'  The  whole  proof 
of  corruption,  as  it  appears  to  me,  consists  in  showing  that  tha 
forbidden  act  is  done  for  a  purpose  not  innocent  according  to  the 
Act  of  Parliamebt.  The  legislature  shows  there  may  be  the  givii^ 
of  entertainment  to  voters  on  account  of  their  voting,  and  thougk 
that  be  in  itself  a  forbidden  act,  it  is  not  forbidden  by  the  section 
as  to  corrupt  practices  ;  therefore  I  think  that  in  that  case  they 
introduced  the  word  '  corruptly '  for  the  purpose  of  showing  ihal^ 
beyond  proving  the  fact  of  entertainment  being  given  to  the  voters, 
you  must  also  give  evidence  of  the  purpose." 

On  the  question  of  the  agency  of  the  priests,  he  said  : — 
Agency  of  "  If^  as  it  has  been  admitted  by  the  Respondents'  counsel,  this  is 

Roman  Catholic 

clergy.  essentially  a  Roman  Catholic  city,  and  if  the  influence  of  the 

Roman  Catholic  clergy  in  it  be  enormous  ;  if,  more  than  that,  from 
the  position  of  the  great  majority  of  the  electors  of  the  town  they 
naturally  look  to  these  clergymen,  as  being  better  educated  men 
than  themselves,  for  the  management  of  their  temporal  as  well  as 
spiritual  aflairs — if  that  be  so,  bearing  in  mind  the  organised  con- 
dition of  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy,  and  the  fact  that  in  every 
parish  in  the  town  there  are  at  least  two  or  three  clergymen  so 
connected  with  the  poorer  classes  of  voters,  a  question  arises  in 
which,  as  a  body»  the  clergy  are  interested.    If  they  make  the  cause  d 
the  candidate  their  own,  and  give  him  the  benefit  of  having  what  j 
may  be  equivalent  in  its  eflect  upon  the  election  to  a  committee-  J 
room  conducted  by  themselves  in  every  parish,  they  being  the  can-  1 
vassers  :  and  if  it  then  turns  out  at  the  time  of  the  election  tlat 
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idate  represents  his  cause  as  identical  with  that  of  the 
id  publicly  gives  out  that  the  question  between  him  and 
varies  is  whether  the  clergy  shall  be  put  'down  or  raised  up, 
3  accompanied  by  them  through  the  streets  canvassing ; — 
I  so,  though  the  particular  clergyman  of  the  parish  be  not 
who  accompanied  the  candidate  in  canvassing,  I,  for  my 
doubt  long  before  I  say  that  the  candidate  is  not,  so  far 
iting  in  parliament  is  concerned,  responsible  for  the  acts 
)arties  in  their  several  districts  and  parishes.  I  can  deter- 
bing,  but  I  say  that  it  is  a  matter  upon  which  my  mind  is 
ans  satisfied  ;  and  if  I  were  called  upon  to  decide  it  now, 
jssion  would  be  decidedly  in  favour  of  the  liability  of  the 
ints." 

in  application  being  made  by  Mr.  Coffey y  for  the  Respon- 
costs, 

ron  Fitzgerald  stated  that  according  to  parliamentary  Coste. 
be  could  not  give  costs  unless  he  were  prepared  to  pro- 
he  petition  frivolous  and  vexatious,  which  he  was  not 
to  do. 


T   2 
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CASE  XL. 

BOROUGH  OF  CAERICKFEKGUS. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  (yBRiEy,  Jan.  21,  1869. 


Petitioner :  Mr.  Torrena. 
Respondent:  Mr.  Dalway. 
Counsel  for  Petitioner :  Mr.  Faulkener,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  EJsby. 
Agents :  Messrs.  McLean  and  Boyle. 
Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Law,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  A.  M.  Porter ;  Mr.  W.  D.  Andrews. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Andrews  and  Mac-Laine. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &a,  and 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

Evidence  was  given  in  support  of  the  charges  of  bribery  and 
treating,  but  for  the  reasons  given  below  it  was  not  considered 
sufficient  to  establish  a  case. 

Some  evidence  also  was  given  as  to  intimidation  of  voters  by 
the  mob,  but  it  was  not  shown  to  be  of  such  extent  as  to  affect 
the  freedom  of  election. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Amendment  of       Counsel  for  the  Petitioner  applied  for  leave  to  amend  the  par- 
ticulars,  in   consequence   of  facts   which   had  just  come  to  hi 
knowledge. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  allowed  the  amendment,  and  subsequent// 
in  his  judgment  he  said  as  to  this : — 

"  During  the  progress  of  this  case  I  have  felt  myself  boofld, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  \%^^  to 


Xiarticolars. 
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give  every  facility  I  could  to  the  production  of  witnesses.  In  some 
respects  the  Petitioner  came  down  here  manifestly  ignorant  of  the 
exact  grounds  upon  which  several  of  the  charges  of  the  Petition 
were  founded.  I  therefore  thought  it  reasonable  upon  a  proper 
case  being  made  out  to  allow  the  Petitioner  to  amend  his  bill  of 
particulars  by  adding  such  facts  as  only  recently  came  to  his 
knowledge.  I  consider  that  in  the  trial  of  these  petitions,  where 
the  purity  of  the  election  is  questioned,  the  most  searching  inquiry 
should  be  instituted,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  afford 
eveiy  faciHty  in  his  power  to  that  investigation." 

It  was  proved  that  after  the  close  of  the  poll,  the  Respondent,  as  Treating  after 
he  was  coming  away  from  the  borough,  was  met  by  a  large  body  of  ^^culat^** 
•  people  who  had  come  out  to  congratulate  him.  Just  before  his  arrival  ^  *^^*« 

ii    T)  ,        .  .  .  inquiry,  and 

tne  Kespondent's  wife  sent  down  to  a  public-house  and  had  whiskey  therefore 
brought  up  and  distributed  among  the  people.      It  appeared  that  of  costs!^^  ^^^ 
there  were  two  voters  among  those  people,  but  this  was  not  known 
^t  the  time  the  drink  was  given. 
Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  said,  in  his  judgment,  as  to  this: — 
"It  cannot  be  said  upon  these  facts  that  this  drink  was  given 
corruptly  within  the  meaning  of  the  4th  section,  though  it  was 
^  act  that  should  not  have'  been  done,  and  is  one  of  the  cir- 
cumstances in  the  case  which  seriously  afifects   the  question  of 
costs."* 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
%  elected. 

As  to  the  4th  and  23rd  sections  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  Meaning  of  the 
^854,  and  the  difference  between  them,  he  said: —  ruptly."*^^Cor- 

"  According  to  the  obvious  and  grammatical  construction  of  the  ^^p*  f r^/^** 
'th  section  the  word  '  corruptly'  at  the  beginning  of  it  governs  the  ss.  4,  23. ' 
entire  of  the  section.  It  is  not  necessary  to  rely  upon  the  word  'cor- 
f^ptly'  that  occurs  in  the  middle  of  the  section  before  the  word  'in- 
fluencing,' because  that  refers  to  only  one  of  the  acts  mentioned  in 
^^  section,  but  the  word  'corruptly'  at  the  beginning  renders  it 
J^ttJessary  that  every  act  therein  mentioned  should  be  done  cor- 

♦  Vide  post,  p.  268. 
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ruptly  in  order  to  constitute  an  oflFence  within  that  section.  In 
the  23rd  section  the  word  corruptly  is  not  used,  and  though  tie 
section  does  not  mention  the  word  '  candidate/  it  applies  as  wdl 
to  acts  done  by  the  candidate  or  his  agent  as  to  acts  done  by  any 
other  person.  Upon  those  two  sections  of  that  statute  whal 
is  the  reasonable  conclusion  1  That  the  same  act  of  a  candidate 
which,  if  it  fell  within  the  4th  section  (as  having  been  done 
corruptly)  would  disqualify  him  from  being  elected,  would,  if  ft 
only  fell  within  the  23rd  section,  render  him  only  liable  to  a  40i 
penalty.  There  must,  therefore,  be  a  difference  between  ihe  acts  of 
the  candidate  which  were  legislated  against  by  those  two  sectioni 
As  it  could  not  be  reasonably  supposed  that  the  legislature  intended 
to  subject  the  candidate  to  different  penalties  by  the  two  sections 
for  the  same  act,  I  think  the  difference  is,  that  to  bring  the  act 
within  the  4th  section  so  as  to  disqualify  the  candidate  from 
being  elected,  the  act  should  be  done  corruptly." 

Referring  to  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Slade,  and  stating  what  tie 
facts  there  were,  he  cited  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  the  following  portion :  * — "  The  4th  section 
only  prohibits  the  '  corruptly'  giving  meat  and  drink  for  fte 
purpose  of  corruptly  influencing  a  voter  to  give  a  vota  It  doei 
not  prohibit  the  bond  fide  giving  of  such  meat,  &c.,  unconditionally, 
while  section  23  absolutely  prohibits  any  giving  of  refreshment  to 
any  voter  on  the  day  of  nomination  or  day  of  polling  on  account 
of  his  having  polled  or  being  about  to  poll,  without  using  any  such 
words  as  'in  order  to  induce.* "  Again,t  "  We  think  the  word  'co^ 
ruptly*  has  a  definite  meaning.  If,  for  instance,  there  had  been  a 
previous  unlawful  promise  conditional  on  the  voter  voting,  or  if 
there  had  been  a  previous  undei-standing  to  that  effect,  or  a'corrupt 
bargain  for  the  future,  we  think  the  case  would  have  been  witto 
the  statute.'* 

He  then  went  on  to  say  as  follows : — 

"  Upon  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Shxde  coming  before  the  Houses 
Lords  J  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  was  reversed,  W 
(as  Mr.  Rogers  says  in  his  book  on  Elections)  without  impugniu? 
the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  Court.     There  is  no  decision  of  ^ 


*  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  329.         t  p.  330.         %  6  House  of  Lords  Caaes,  746. 
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House  of  Lords  opposed  to  the  construction  I  have  just  cited  from 

the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber.     It  is  true  that  Lord 

Cranworth,  in  his  judgment,  stated  that  he  could  not  give  to  the 

word  'corruptly*  as  used  in  the  2nd  section  with  reference  to  a 

payment  after  voting,  any  other   meaning  than   a  payment   in 

violation  of  that  which  the  statute  was  passed  to  prohibit.     But 

Lord  Wensleydale  adds,  'I  have  had  great  doubt  whether  I  was  right 

m  the  construction  which  I  put  at  the  trial  upon  the  very  obscure 

terms  of  this  Act,  when  I  held  that  if  a  candidate  after  the  election 

pays  a  voter  money,  the  moving  cause  of  his  so  doing  being  that 

the  voter  has  given  him  his  vote,  the  payment  is  corrupt.' " 

As  to  treating,  he  said : — 

"  With  regard  to  the  acts  which  are  held  to  constitute  the  offence  What  amounts 
of  treating,  two  cases  have  been  referred  to.  In  the  Roscormnon  tr^itingf 
Case*  it  appeared  that  voters  had,  when  they  came  in  from  the 
country  the  night  before  the  polling  day,  been  kept  and  accommo- 
dated in  various' refreshment-houses  in  the  district ;  that  was  held 
to  amount  to  treating,  and  the  election  was  avoided.  In  the 
Peterboraugh  Cow^-f  it  appeared  that  on  the  morning  of  the 
declaration  (that  is,  after  the  election  was  over)  cards  were  issued 
announcing  that  a  public  dinner  would  be  given  to  the  successful 
candidate,  and  because  the  successful  candidate  going  to  the  dinner 
paid  for  the  wine  the  election  was  held  void.  That  case  certainly 
goes  very  far ;  but,  with  every  respect  for  the  decisions  of  Com- 
niittees  of  the  House  of  Commons,  and  admitting  that  as  far  as 
pnwjtice  goes,  and  where  a  case  is  without  precedent,  they  are 
decisions  to  be  regarded,  it  will  be  seen  that  those  decisions  are 
l>y  no  means  uniform  on  the  subject  of  treating.  Thus  in  the 
Oarlide  CaseX  it  appeared  that  the  sitting  Member's  agent  in- 
vited about  20  out- voters  to  breakfast  at  his  house  on  the  polling 
day,  and  that  they  came  in  conveyances  hired  for  them  on 
purpose ;  but  it  was  proved  that  all  the  persons  so  invited  had 
long  before  promised  their  votes  to  the  sitting  Member,  and  had 
oeen  always  supporters  of  bis  party ;  it  was  therefore  argued  that 
what  was  done  was  done  hond  fide,  and  this  view  was  adopted  by 
the  Committee,  and  the  election  held  good.     Again,  in  the  Falkirk 

*  1  Wolfeistanand  Bxistowe,  107.        f  2  Power,  Rodwell  and  Dew,  259. 

X  1  Wolferstaxx  and  Bristowe,  95. 
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Case*  it  appeared  that  refreshments  were  supplied  without  stio^ 
or  payment  at  several  inns  in  the  town  on  the  polling  day,  and  the 
election  was  held  void ;  but  in  the  Tewkesbury  Ca8e,f  although  it 
appeared  that  refreshments  were  supplied  at  the  agent's  house  all 
day  on  the  polling  day,  the  election  was  held  good ;  and  similarly 
in  the  Aylesbury  CaseX  refreshments  were  supplied  at  hotels  to 
various  voters,  the  agent  being  in  and  out  of  these  hotels  during 
the   whole   day,   which  would   imply  his   sanction   of  what  was 
done,  but  treating  was  held  not  to  have  been  proved.     I  refer  to 
these  cases  to  show  that  the  decisions  of  the  Committees  cannot  be 
said  to  be  uniform  upon  this  question  of  treating ;  they  are  deci- 
sions which  it  would  be  difficult  to  reconcile  one  with  another; 
and  therefore  we  must  consider  each  case  upon  the  facts  proved  in 
evidence.     Now,  in  this  present  case  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
result  of  the  evidence  is  that  all  the  voters  who  partook  of  refresh- 
ments at  the  house  of  the  Respondent's  agent  had  come  to  the 
poll  with  the  express  determination  to  vote  for  the  Respondent, 
that  the  principal  part  of  the  drink  supplied  was  not  got  till  the 
election  was  virtually  decided.     It  is  not  shown  that  previous  to 
that  day  there  had  been  any  promise  or  announcement  that  such 
drink  would  be  supplied,  and  nothing  was  said  to  any  of  the  voter* 
about  their  votes  at  the  time  of  their  getting  the  drink.     This  '^ 
not  similar  to  any  of  the  reported  cases,  in  which  it  appeared  thB^ 
the  treating  was  going  on  during  the  canvass,  and  that  the  candi* 
dates  before  the  elections  had  solicited  the  votes  of  electors  ^^ 
public-houses.     I  cannot,  therefore,  come  to  the  conclusion  tb^ 
the  drink  in  this  election  was  given  corruptly,  or  constituted  tt»® 
offence  of  treating  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Act." 

As  to  costs,  after  citing  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  18^^ 
8.  41,  he  said: — 
CoetB.  "As  a  general  rule  the  object  of  this  Act  is  to  assimilate  tcF     ' 

certain  extent  the  practice  as  to  costs  with  the  rule  of  law  tt»^  ^ 
costs   should  follow  the  result.     But  a  discretion  is   left  to 
Judge,  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  under  the  Act  such  gene? 
rule  might  be  displaced  by  special  circumstances.     Mr.  Law,  ^^ 


*  1  Wolferstan  and  Dew,  170.  f  1  Wolferstan  and  Dew,  111. 

X  1  Wolferstan  and  Bristowe,  13. 
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»ndent,  relied  very  properly  on  the  unfounded  allegations 
made  in  the  petition ;  and  if  it  was  not  for  other  circum- 
the  case,  these  allegations,  unsustained  by  evidence,  and 
ately  made,  would  be  giound  for  adhering  to  such  a 
de.  In  my  opinion,  however,  there  are  circumstances  in 
which  exempt  it  from  the  operation  of  that  general  rule, 
g  of  the  drink  on  the  polling  day  at  the  house  of  Gray, 
of  the  Respondent,  though  it  was  not  done  corruptly,  and 
gi'ound  under  section  4  for  avoiding  the  election,  was  still 
ing  much  to  be  reprehended,  and  was  clearly  illegal 
!  23rd  section  of  the  Act.  This  transaction,  and  some  of 
to  which  I  have  referred*  with  respect  to  drinking,  were 
•acter  calculated  to  excite  suspicion  of  undue  practices, 
unreasonably  calculated  to  invite  inquiiy.  It  is  true 
iving  of  drink  in  the  Committee  Room  was  the  act  of  the 
1  not  of  the  Respondent.  But  it  must  be  recollected 
?r  the  election  law  of  Parliament  a  candidate,  however 
nnocent  of  any  charge,  is  legally  answerable  for  the 
of  his  agents ;  and  though  the  case  does  not  come  within 
action,  yet  I  cannot  but  hold,  so  far  as  regards  the  costs 
jtition,  that  the  Respondent  is  responsible  for  the  drink 
en  given.  Upon  these  grounds  I  must  refuse  the  Re- 
his  costs." 

*  Vide  ante,  p.  265. 
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CASE   XLI. 

CITY  OF  DUBLIN. 

Before  Rt.  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Keogh,  Jan.  23,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Woodlock  and  Foley. 

Respondent :  Sir  Arthur  Quinness,  Bart 

Counsel  for  Petitwners :  Mr.  Heron,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Hemphill,  Q.C.;  Mr.  Palles,  Q-^ 

Mr.  O'Shaughnessy. 

Agent :  Mr.  David  Fitzgerald. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  McDonough,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Butt,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Exha>3 
Q.C. ;  Mr.  Purcell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Atkinson ;  Mr.  O'Byme. 

Agent :  Mr.  Frederick  Sutton. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  aJJ 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 


iii.  It  was  proved  that  eleven  freemen  (whose  names  are  mentiott^ 

in  the  Judge's  report)  and  from  twenty  to  thirty  other  freeing 
(whose  names  did  not  transpire)  were  bribed  in  money  by  ageo 
of  the  Respondent,  and  that  forty-one  out-voters  were  bribed  ' 
promises  of  payment  of  their  travelling  expenses. 

iy.  It  was  also  proved  that  at  least  200  voters  were  induced    1 

agents  of  the  Respondent  to  sign  agreements  pledging  themselv 
to  give  their  services  gratuitously  to  the  Respondent  at  "t 
election,  but  that  these  agreements  were  merely  colourable,  »^ 
entered  into  to  evade  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  as  to  empl^ 
ment  of  voters. 

It  was  also  proved  that  the  Respondent  had  not  limited  b 
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its  to  any  particular  sum,  and  that  the  election,  in  fact,  cost 
Respondent  more  than  £15,000,  though  only  5587  persons 
kI  for  him. 

Lt  the  commencement  of  the  case, — 

fljT.  Heron,  for  the  Petitioners,  stated  that  the  oflScers  of  the  Telegrams  to 

.be  produced 

legraph   Company  had    been   subpoenaed   to   produce   certam  by  telegraph 

egrams,  but  that  those  persons  did  not  feel  at  liberty  to  produce  ^°°^P*°y- 

em  without  the  sanction  of  the  court. 

M^T.  Justice  Keogh  said  that  he  had  authority  beyond  that  of 

1  ordinary  tribunal.     The  telegrams  must  be  produced. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Sanger,  the  telegraph  officer,  when  called  as 

witness  to  produce  the  telegrams,  said : — "  My  Lord,  before  I 
)roduce  these  telegrams,  I  must  object  to  their  production.  We 
lave  always  looked  upon  a  telegram  as  sacred,  and  we  think  that 
iis  decision  of  your  Lordship  will  shake  the  confidence  of  the 
public  in  the  telegraph." 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  said  that  the  opinion  of  the  telegraph 
company  as  to  this  could  make  no  difference. 

The  telegrams  were  produced. 

Mr.  McDonoughy  for  the  Respondent,  then  objected  to  these 
telegrams  being  read  until  agency  had  been  established,  but  the 
objection  was  overruled. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh,  in  his  judgment,  said  further  as  to  this : — 

"Telegrams  are  nothing  but  electric  letters,  written  by  the 
candidates  or  their  agents  to  electora  If  such  letters  were  in  the 
pockets  of  the  electors,  or  if  copies  of  them  were  in  desks  of  the 
^didates,  the  Petitioners  of  course  would  have  a  right  to  insist 
^pon  their  production,  and  there  is  no  reason  why,  because  they 
^  transmitted  along  a  wire  instead  of  being  written  on  paper 
^ith  pen  and  ink,  they  should  have  any  greater  protection." 

In  the  course  of  the  case, — 

Mr.  Justice  Kjiogh  said,  as  to  the  amendment  of  particulars  : — 
**It  is  right   that,  following  the  principles  of  the  House  of  particulars 
Commons,  lists  of  particulars  should  be  given,  but  I  will  not  shut  fifo^tion^ 
^^t  the  parties  in  any  fair  case  from  going  beyond  the  list  ^il^^Jy  kept 
^des,  while  the  Legislature  tells  the  Judge  he  should  originate  2 
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91. 


an  inquiry  if  lie  see  reason   so   to    do,  why  should  I  shut 
parties  who  require  liberty  to  amend  the  lists.     I  shall  allow 
utmost  latitude  to  amend,  unless  it  is  a  case  in  which  I  see  thati 
party  kept  back  information  at  the  time  the  list  was  furnished' 

Subsequently,  at  the  commencement  of  the  fourth  day  of  1 
hearing  of  the  case,  an  application  was  made  to  insert  in  t 
particulars  the  names  of  two  persons. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  allowed  the  particulars  to  be  amended 
requested. 


Agency  of 
members  of 
committees  to 
whom  written 
instrnctions 
had  been 
sent  by  re- 
spondent's 
agents. 

65. 


It  was  proved  that  in  each  of  the  eighteen  wards  of  the  c 
there  was  a  district  committee  consisting  of  from  eleven  to  twen 
five  members  ;  in  one  instance  there  were  fifty-five  members, 
the  secretaries  of  each  of  these  committees  "  instructions,"  as  tl: 
were  called,  were  sent,  signed  by  the  conducting  agents  of  i 
Respondent.  These  instructions,  among  other  things,  enjoin 
each  committee  to  appoint  canvassers,  and  then  went  on  to  s 
what  the  duties  of  those  canvassers  would  be.  They  also  point 
out  how  voters  were  to  be  treated  who  applied  for  employmei 
and  what  arrangements  should  be  observed  as  to  bringing  \ 
voters  to  vote  on  the  polling-day. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh,  in  his  judgment,  said,  as  to  these  instni 
tions,  as  follows : — 

"  These  instructions,  signed  as  they  are  by  the  Respondeni 
conducting  agents,  are  a  clear,  distinct,  and  manifest  adoption 
all  the  members  of  the  ward  committees  as  agents.  Here,  under  t! 
hands  of  the  conducting  agents,  is  a  distinct  and  positive  recogniti< 
of  all  the  members  of  the  ward  committees,  and  their  acts  are  ju 
as  much  the  acts  of  the  conducting  agents  as  if  they  had  all  be* 
separately  appointed  by  those  agents, — as  if  they  had  gone  rou 
to  each  of  those  wards  and  nominated  every  man  of  them,  1 
ginning  at  the  president,  down  to  the  honomry  secretary.  T 
certainly  comes  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  WilU 
at  Windsor ;  by  Baron  Martin,*!"  at  Norwich ;  and  by  Mr.  Jwsi 
Blackbum,J  at  Bewdley.  There  is  not  a  shadow  of  a  doubt  th^ 
canvasser  of  this  description  is  to  the  fullest  extent  capable,  if 


*  Vide  ante,  p.  3.  f  Vide  ante,  p.  10. 

J  Vide  ante,  p.  1 8. 
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jasgresses  the  law,  of  making  the  candidate  liable.  I  do  not  say 
der  an  indictment  nor  in  an  action  for  the  penalties  that  are 
posed  under  the  Act,  but  for  the  parliamentary  consequences  of 
lir  acts." 

ITr.  Justice  Keogh,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election  void. 
As  to  the  eflfect  of  general  intimidation,  he  confirmed  what  he 
id  said  before  on  this  subject  in  the  Dvoghcda  Case* 
Ajs  to  the  payment  of  travelling  expenses,  he  said  : — 
"  It  is  clear  and  settled  law,  as  laid  down  by  the  House  of  Lords  Payment  of 
in  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Slcule^f  recognised  by  Mr.  Justice  WillesJ  ^^|]fe^' 
\o  be  still  law,  and  not,  in  my  opinion,  in  any  way  touched  by  the  **  common 
provisions   in  the  Corrupt  Practices   Act,  1854,   and   re-enacted 
except  as  to  Gal  way,  Cork,  and  Limerick,  by  the  Representation  of 
the  People  (Ireland)  Act,  1868,  that  a  promise  to  pay  the  travel- 
ling expenses  of  a  voter  conditionally  upon  his  supporting  a  par- 
ticular candidate,  was  bribery.     That  is  the  law  as  held  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  I  am  bound  by  that.     But  I  should  have 
thought  that  any  conditional  inducement  of  any  kind,  with  or 
without  the  statute,  to  induce  a  voter  to  vote  in  a  particular  way, 
was  from  the  earliest  times  clear  and  unmistakeable  bribery.§     I 
must  say  that  I  cannot  comprehend  how  you  can  offer  anything  to 
any  man  on  the  condition  that  he  will  vote  for  another,  without 
committing  bribery,  and  I  have  the  greatest  authority  in  the  law 
of  England  for  that  proposition,  if  any  authority  were  required. 
In  the  year  1784  the  then  Lord  Stanhope  introduced  a  bill  into 
the  House  of  Lords,  providing  that  the  payment  of  travelling 
wpenses  should  be  subjected  to  the  penalties  of  bribery.     The  bill 
was  carried  through  the  House  of  Commons,  and  it  was  brought 
nito  the  House  of  Lords  by  Lord  Stanhope,  and  Lord  Mansfield 
^te  against  the  bill  and  defeated  it,  saying  that  the  paying  of 
travelUng  expenses  was  clearly  subject  to  the  penalties  of  bribery, 
*nd  that  no  statute  was  required  to  make  them  illegal." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

"  Costs  follow  the  event."  Costs. 

*  Vide  ante,  p.  257.  f  6  House  of  Lords  Cases,  746. 

t  Vide  ante,  p.  29.  §  Vide  Simpson  v.  Yeeml,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  626. 


CASE  XT.n, 

BOROUGH  OF  LONDONDERRY. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  O'Brien,  Jan.  27,  1869. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  McGk)waii  and  Christie. 
Respondent :  Mr.  Dowse,  Q.C. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Joy,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Hamilton,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Bfatthew 

Smith. 

Agent :  Mr.  James  Hayden. 
Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Palles,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Mliougblin. 

Agent :  Mr.  Forest  Reid. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &a,  and 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  one  Peacock  was  an  agent  of  the  Re- 
spondent, and  evidence  was  given  in  several  instances  to  show 
that  he  had  been  guilty  of  bribery,  but  this  charge  was  not  in.  any 
case  made  out. 

It  was  proved  that  one  M'Closkey,  who  was  in  gaol  under  a 
civil  bill  decree,  was  paid  out  by  two  persons  named  M'Intyre  and 
Hanna,  but  it  was  not  made  out  that  they  were  agents  of  the 
Respondent. 

Evidence  was  given  of  the  employment  of,  and  payment  of 
wages  to,  a  number  of  suppoi-ters  of  the  Respondent,  but,  as  they 
had  all  long  before  tlieir  employment  promised  to  vote  for  the 
Respondent,  it  was  not  established  that  the  employment  was 
given  to  them  in  order  to  influence  their  votes. 
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In  the  course  of  the  case, — 

A  witness,  John  Devine,  having  stated  that  he  had  gone  into  the  Particalan 
office    of  Peacock,  an  agent  of  the  Respondent,  just  before  the  amended 
election,  to  ask  to  be  paid  for  his  time  for  attendinir  the  Revising  dunng  the 

*  r  ,  o  o    hearmg  of  the 

Baxrister's  Court, —  owe. 

It   "was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  that  Devine's  (H)  47. 
najne   was  not  in  the  list  of  particulars,  and  that  therefore  this 
matter   could  not  be  gone   into;   but,  upon   the  application  of 
Petitioners'  counsel, — 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  consented  to  the  amendment  of  the  par- 
ticulars in  this  respect,  upon  a  satisfactoiy  affidavit  being  made  by 
the  Petitioners'  agent. 

Upon  the  affidavit  being  handed  in, —  (J)  5. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  inquired  whether  Mr.  Palles  desired  to 
sjis^'er  the  affidavit. 

Mr.  PcdUa  said  that  he  wished  to  put  some  questions  to  Mr. 
BEayden  upon  his  affidavit.     He  then  asked  him, — 

Q.    "  Was  the  omission  that  you  seek  to  supply  in  respect  to 
Devine's  name  an  error  1 " 
A..   "It  was  a  mistake." 
Q.   "  Whose  mistake  was  it  ?  " 

jL,  "It  was  between  counsel  and  myself:  if  I  had  observed  at 
the  time  that  Devine's  name  was  not  in  the  particulars,  I  should 
have  put  it  in." 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  ruled  that  the  amendment  to  the  par- 
ticulars should  be  received. 

In  his  judgment  he  said  further,  as  to  this : — 
•*  I  thought  it  my  duty,  under  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act, 
1868,  to  make  an  order  for  the  amendment  of  the  particulars,  in 
order  that,  by  so  doing,  I  might  afford  every  facility  for  investi- 
gating the  validity  of  the  election.  With  that  view  I  also  made  orders, 
*when  requested  to  do  so  by  the  Petitioners'  counsel,  to  compel  the 
attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  documents." 

It   was  proved   that   one   M'Closkey  had    been   arrested   the  To  pay  debt 
evening  before  the  polling-day,  under  a  civil  bill  decree  for  about  ordw^t^reieaso 
£12,  at  the  suit  of  one  Ramsay,  a  supporter  of  the  unsuccessful  **^J[r™**^u 
candidate.     On  the  afternoon  of  the  polling-day,  two  persons,  Bheriffand 
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enable  him 
to  Tote  is 
bribery. 


Statement 
made  by  a 
deceased  per- 
son is  not 
evidence 
against  the 
resfMndcnt. 

(M)  63. 


M'Intyre  and  Hanna,  went  to  the  gaol,  and,  after  some  conversa- 
tion with  M*Closkey,  paid  the  amount  of  the  decree,  got  M*Cloakej 
discharged,  and  brought  him  to  the  Court-house,  where  he  voted 
for  the  Respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  said  as  to  this : — 

"  I  have  no  doubt,  upon  this  evidence  unexplained,  this  should 
be  deemed  an  act  of  bribery  on  the  part  of  M*Intyre  and  HanzuL 
The  facts  of  this  case  are  essentially  different  from  those  of  the 
AshbuHon  Case*  which  was  cited  in  the  argument.  And  I  wonM 
not  regard  that  case  as  establishing  the  rule  that  money  paid  to 
get  a  voter  out  of  prison  in  order  to  enable  him  to  vote,  should 
not,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  be  considered  as  money 
paid  to  induce  him  to  vote,  and  as  therefore  being  an  act  of 
bribery.  Every  case  must  of  coui'se  be  governed  by  its  own 
peculiar  circumstances  ;  but  if  any  such  general  principle  were 
laid  down,  it  would  go  far  to  afford  a  cloak  for  bribery  and  the 
means  of  evading  its  penalties." 

A  witness,  Neilson,  was  called  to  state  the  circumstances  under 
which  one  Peacock,  who  had  since  died,  left  his  employment,  in 
order  to  prove  that  Peacock  was  an  agent  of  the  Respondent  He 
was  asked  by  Mr.  Joy,  for  the  Petitioner, — 

Q,  "  Did  he  leave  your  office  in  Dublin  in  order  to  go  to 
Londonderry  ? " 

A,  *'Yes." 

Q.  "  Tell  us  what  he  stated  to  you  as  his  reason  for  going  to 
Deny.'* 

Mr.  Palles  objected  to  any  statement  made  by  Peacock  being 
given  as  evidence.  He  submitted  that  they  ought  to  produce  the 
person  who  had  made  the  airangement  with  Peacock. 

*  Wolfcrstan  and  Bristowe,  p.  1.  In  this  case  one  Tucker  had  iasaed  » 
writ  of  ca.  sa.  against  a  voter,  Leeman,  and  directed  the  sherifFs  officer  to 
aiTcst  Leeman  before  lie  voted.  Upon  this  an  agent  of  the  sitting  member  pud 
the  money  to  Tucker,  taking  Leeman^s  bond  and  promissory  note  for  tbe 
amount.  Leeman  then  voted  for  the  sitting  member.  Only  a  portion  of  the 
money  had  since  been  repaid  by  Leeman.  But  Leeman  swore  he  had  alwtw 
intended  to  vote  for  tlie  sitting  member  if  he  could  get  to  the  polL  The  Con»- 
mittee  held  that  this  was  not  an  act  of  bribery. 
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Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  ruled  that  a  statement  of  this  sort, 
although  made  by  a  person  now  deceased,  could  not  be  given  as 
evidence. 

He  was  then  asked, — 

Q.  "When  he  went  away  to  Derry,  was  his  rent  in  arrear  ?  " 

i.  "Yes." 

Q.  "When  he  came  back  did  he  pay  these  arrears  of  rent  by 
lodging  to  your  credit  a  Bank  of  Ireland  bill  ? " 

i.  "Yes." 

Q,  "  How  did  he  tell  you  he  came  by  this  money  ?  " 

Mr.  Pcdlea  objected  to  the  question. 

Mr.  Joy,  in  support  of  the  question,  said  that  the  answer,  when 
given,  would  connect  the  Respondent  with  Peacock  as  his  agent. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  : — "  Peacock  is  dead,  and  although  a  state- 
ment made  by  him  as  to  bow  he  came  by  this  money  might  perhaps 
be  evidence  as  against  Peacock's  present  representatives,  still  I  am 
doubtful  whether  it  can  be  used  against  the  Respondent.  I  will, 
bowever,  allow  the  question  to  be  answered  on  the  understanding 
Uiat  I  am  not  bound  to  decide  the  case  on  anything  that  after- 
tards  turns  out  not  to  be  evidence." 

It  was  proved  that  a  number  of  voters  had  been  employed  in  Employment 
^oofl  ways  in  connexion  with  the  election.  These  votera  were  ^ij^y^'fo" 
•U  supporters  of  the  Respondent,  and  had  all  promised  him  their  reepondent 

not  pcf  86 

▼otes  long  before   their  respective  employments.     It  was  con-  colourable 

teided,  however,  by  the  Petitioners,  that  the  payments  to  these  and^ely  to  * 

inen  for  their  work   had  been  made  corruptly,  as  being  only  ^^^^®^^^ 
H)minally  for  work,  or  as  exceeding  in  amount  the  value  of  the 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  said  as  to  this,  in  his  judgment : — 
**I  think  that  the  observations  made  by  Baron  Martin  in  the 
Oond  Bradford  Case*  bear  upon  the  case  I  am  now  considering, 
e  there  said  that  he  did  not  consider  the  refreshments  which 
d  been  given  to  certain  voters  were  given  '  in  order  to  be 
cted/  because  they  were  given  to  men  as  to  whom  it  was 
iwn   beforehand  how  they  would  vote.     So  in  this  case,  the 

♦  Vide  ante,  p.  39. 
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men  alleged  to  have  been  bribed  by  the  payments  made  to  them 
for  the  work  they  had  done,  had  long  previously  promised  to  vote 
for  the  Respondent,  and  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  they  would 
have  voted  for  him,  whether  or  not  they  had  been  so  employed  and 
paid.  I  cannot,  therefore,  sitting  as  a  juror,  come  to  the  condusion 
that  any  of  these  payments  were  made  or  given  for  any  of  the 
objects  or  purposes  which  are  prohibited  by  the  second  section  of 
the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854.  But  although  this  election  will 
not  be  avoided  by  the  fact  that  several  voters,  who  were  employed 
for  the  Respondent's  election  and  paid  for  such  employment,  voted 
for  him,  still  it  is  clear  that  their  doing  so  was  a  violation  of  the 
8th  section  of  the  Representation  of  the  People  Act  (Ireland),  1868. 
I  shall  therefore  take  time  to  consider  how  far  this  illegal  act,  on 
the  part  of  the  Respondent,  ought  to  affect  his  right  to  costs."* 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
duly  elected. 

On  the  question  of  agency,  he  said  : — 
Liability  of  "  It  is  clear  (as  held  in  the  Windsor  Gasef)  that  the  employ- 

volunteeragent  D^^nt  of  a  man  as  messenger  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  him  aa 
HjQot  autho-      agent.     Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  that  case,  in  those  accurate  terms  ' 

for  which  he  is  remarkable,  said,  '  I  have  stated  that  authority  to 
canvass — and  I  purposely  used  the  word  authority  and  not  ««*■ 
ployment,  because  I  meant  the  observation  to  apply  to  pereons 
authorised  to  canvass,  whether  paid  or  not  for  their  servicea— 
would,  in  my  opinion,  constitute  an  agent'  I  cannot  concur  in 
the  opinion  that  any  supporter  of  a  candidate  who  chooses  to  ai 
others  for  their  votes  and  to  make  speeches  in  his  favour,  can  force 
himself  upon  the  candidate  as  an  agent,  or  that  a  candidate  shouU 
be  held  responsible  for  the  acts  of  one  from  whom  he  actually 
endeavours  to  dissociate  himself." 

.   As  to  the  nature  of  the  evidence  necessary  to  establish  a  chazjgo 
of  bribery,  he  said  :— 
Chaige  of  **  The  charge  of  bribeiy,  whether  by  a  candidate  or  his  agent^  is  j 

bTclSrfy  and    ^^®  which  should  be  established  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence. 
mi«imTocaliy     The  consequences  resulting  from  such  a  charge  being  established 

inade  out.  o  o 

*  Vide  infra,  p.  279.  f  Vide  ante,  p,  i. 
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re  very  serious.  In  the  first  place  it  avoids  the  election,  and  in 
le  recent  trial  of  the  Warrington  election  petition,  Baron  Martin 
i  reported*  to  have  said  that  he  agreed  with  what  had  been 
dd  by  Mr.  Justice  Willes  at  Lichfield,  that  before  a  judge  upset 
1  election,  he  ought  to  be  satisfied  beyond  all  doubt  that  the 
ection  was  altogether  void.  In  the  next  place,  the  43rd  and 
5th  sections  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act^  1863  impose 
irther  and  severe  penalties  for  the  offence,  whether  committed  by 
le  candidate  or  by  his  agent.  Mere  suspicion,  therefore,  will  not 
3  suflScient  to  establish  a  charge  of  bribery,  and  a  judge,  in  dis- 
larging  the  duty  imposed  upon  him  by  the  statute,  acting  in  the 
mble  capacity  of  judge  and  juror,  should  not  hold  that  charge 
tablished  upon  evidence  which,  in  his  opinion,  would  not  be  suffi- 
ent  to  warrant  a  jury  in  finding  the  charge  proved." 
As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

"According  to  the  general  rule,  the  costs  of  these  proceedings  ^^^ 
lould  follow  the  result,  but  the  41st  section  of  the  Parliamentary 
lections  Act,  1868  shows  that  under  certain  circumstances  such 
lie  may  properly  be  departed  from,  and  it  appearedt  to  me  that 
le  fact  of  some  of  the  persons  who  voted  for  the  Respondent 
iving  been  employed  on  his  behalf  in  various  services  for  the 
ection,  and  having  been  paid  for  such  services,  was  a  circum- 
ance  which  might  be  considered  as  affecting,  to  some  extent,  the 
lestion  of  his  right  to  costs.  Under  the  8th  section  of  the  Irish 
epresentation  of  the  People  Act,  1868,  such  persons  were  not 
ititled  to  vote,  and  were  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  for  having  done 
,  and  it  is  clear  that  on  a  scrutiny  their  votes  would  have  been 
ruck  oft  The  voting  of  such  persons  was  clearly  an  illegal  act, 
lich  is  expressly  and  for  obvious  purposes  of  public  policy  for- 
Iden  by  the  Legislature.  At  the  trial  some  time  was  consumed, 
d  the  length  of  the  trial  was  to  some  extent  protracted,  by  the 
idence  given  as  to  the  employment  and  payment  of  the  voters 
question,  and  I  think  that  the  Petitioners  should  not  pay  to  the 
spondents  the  additional  costs  which  were  caused  by  the  time 
essarily  occupied  in  such  evidence,  and  which  would  not  have 
a  incuned  but  for  the  fact  of  those  persons  having  illegally 

♦  Vide  ante,  p.  44.  f  Vide  ante,  p.  278. 
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voted  I  shall  therefore  declare  that  the  KespoDdent  is  not 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  day  for  either  of  the  two  days  of  the 
trial,  viz.,  the  fifth  and  sixth  days,  on  which  the  principal  part  of 
such  evidence  as  to  the  employment  and  payment  of  those  vot^s 
was  given,  and  I  shall  declare  that  with  that  exception  the 
Petitioner  shall  pay  to  the  Respondent  the  costs  of  the  petitioD^ 
the  trials  and  the  other  proceedings  therein," 


CASE  XUIt 

BOROUGH  OF  BELFAST. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald,  Jan.  27,  1869* 


PtiUumers :  Messrs.  M'Tier  and  ArtmdelL 

Eespondent :  Mr.  M'Clore. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Faulkener,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Kifibey. 

Agent :  Mr.  Moore. 

Counsel  for  Itespondent :  Mr«  Law,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Porter ;  Mr.  Andrews ; 

Mr.  Randall  M'DonnelL 

Agents :  Messrs.  Andrews  and  McLean. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
id  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  the  Respondent's  party  promised  to  subscribe 
owards  the  expenses  of  Johnston,  one  of  the  other  candidates,  in 
irder  to  get  some  of  his  votes  split  with  the  Respondent,  and  that 
■fter  80  promising,  they  did  in  fact  pay  over  to  Johnston's  sup- 
porters the  sum  of  2001,     It  appeared  that  some  of  this  money  was 
■pent  by  Johnston's  supporters  in  bribing  voters  to  vote  for 
Johnston;  and  although,  if  there  had  been  a  petition  against 
Johnaton,  this  might  have  been  suflBcient  to  unseat  him,  still  it  was 
not  established  that  it  was  a  corrupt  practice  on  the  part  of  the 
Bespondent's  supporters  which  might  affect  the  Respondent. 

The  evidence  as  to  personal  bribery  was  not  considered  worthy 
rf  belief. 

hi  the  course  of  the  case, 
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Sul)6cription  to 
Orange  lodge 
not  a  corrupt 
payment. 


It  was  proved  that  the  Respondent  gave  a  subscription  towaids 
an  Orange  lodge,  although  he  was  not  an  Orangeman  properly » 
called,  nor  were  his  opinions  identical  with  those  of  the  lodge.  It 
was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioners  that  this  was  a  corrupt 
payment  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854. 
Baron  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 
"  The  profession  by  a  candidate  of  holding  certain  opinions  is » 
legitimate  mode  of  influencing  votes,  and  if  the  Respondent  thought 
that  it  would  be  for  his  benefit  with  reference  to  his  election  to 
inform  Orangemen  and  others  that  he  did  entertain  opinions  in 
favour  of  institutions  of  this  kind,  I  can  see  nothing  illegitimate 
in  that.  The  case  appears  to  me  identically  the  same  as  if  he 
written  a  pamphlet  in  support  of  such  institutions  as  Orange 
and  had  paid  the  printer  for  publishing  it." 


Payment  by 
agent  of  one 
candidate  to 
supporters  of 
another  can* 
didate,  and 
partly  nsed  by 
tbem  in 
bribery. 

Effect  of  as  to 
first  candidate. 


It  appeared  that  at  the  last  election  for  the  borough  of  BelM 
which  returns  two  members,  there  were  several  candidates,  of  whom 
the  Respondent  and  Johnston  were  two.  They  professed  veij 
similar  political  opinions,  but  they  stood  as  candidates  quite  inde- 
pendent of  one  another.  Early  in  the  canvassing  for  the  Respon- 
dent, certain  of  his  friends  and  supporters  held  out  an  assurance  to 
the  friends  of  Johnston  that  a  public  association,  instituted  for  the 
purpose  of  defraying  the  expenses  of  Johnston's  election,  would  be 
subscribed  to  by  them  to  the  amount  of  at  least  300Z.  Just  before 
the  election,  as  the  subscription  went  on  very  slowly  (in  fact  but  ; 
little  more  than  300Z.  had  been  altogether  collected  from  Iwth  ; 
parties),  Johnston's  friends  began  to  complain  that  the  promises  of  , 
subscriptions  made  by  the  Respondent's  friends  were  not  being  | 
carried  out ;  whereupon  the  Respondent's  friends  proposed  to  giw 
a  guarantee  for  the  payment  of  oOOL  to  Clarke,  the  treasurer  of 
the  association,  and  three  other  members  of  it,  who  were  also  mem- 
bers  of  Johnston's  election  committee.  This  arrangement  was  in 
the  first  instance  agreed  to  by  Kelly,  Johnston's  agent,  and  the 
guarantee  was  accordingly  sent  by  Brett,  the  Respondent's  agent 
to  Kelly.  On  its  arrival,  however,  Kelly  objected  to  it  on  ^ 
ground  that  money  would  be  more  useful,  and  sent  it  back  to  Br^ 
At  the  same  time  he  warned  Brett  not  to  pay  any  money  to  any 
one  but  himself  or  Clarke,  the  treasurer  (although  some  other" 
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ohnston's  supporters,  over  whom  Kelly  had  no  control,  were 
Dxious  to  have  part  of  it  paid  to  them),  lest,  as  he  suggested,  the 
loney  should  get  spent  improperly,  and  his  own  client  Johnston 
hould  be  compromised.  Nevertheless,  in  the  face  of  this  warning, 
be  course  ultimately  adopted  was  to  pay  over  300?.  to  Kelly  and 
Jlarke,  and  the  other  2001,  to  the  suppoi-ters  generally  of  Johnston 
ccording  to  their  wish,  and  some  of  it  was  in  fact  spent  in  bribing 
)r  Johnston. 

Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  Kishey,  for  the  Peti- 
ioners, 

Ist  That  the  payment  of  this  2001.  to  Johnston's  supporters  in 
ccordaoce  with  their  request,  but  in  the  face  of  the  warning  of 
Johnston's  agent  that  it  probably  might  be  improperly  spent,  and 
fter  proof  that  it  really  was  so  spent,  was  a  corrupt  practice  within 
he  meaning  of  the  1st  and  6th  clauses  of  the  Act  of  1854,  s.  2,  so 
ar  as  the  election  of  Johnston  was  concerned. 

2nd.  Assuming  the  first  proposition  to  be  established,  he  con- 
ended  that  there  was  evidence  to  prove  that  this  money  had  been 
>aid  by  the  Respondent's  supporters  with  the  hope  or  expectation 
hat  the  effect  produced  upon  the  minds  of  Johnston's  supporters 
>y  its  payment  to  them  would  be  that  they  would  do  what  they 
«uld  to  assist  the  election  of  the  Respondent,  and  that  this  pay- 
ment must  consequently  be  held  to  be  a  corrupt  payment  on  their 
lart  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  election  of  the  Respondent. 

3rd.  That  even  if  this  payment  by  the  Respondent's  agents  was 
iot  to  be  considered  as  coming  within  the  precise  category 
tf  corrupt  practices  as  defined  by  the  Act  of  1854,  still  that 
t  ought  to  be  treated  as  such,  because  the  consequences  of  it 
vere  practically  the  same  as  those  which  follow  the  commission  of 
i  corrupt  act,  and  those  consequences  were  what  the  Act  was 
ntended  to  repress. 

Mr.Baron  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  the  1st  point : — 

"I  confess  the  strong  inference  to  my  mind  would  be  that, 
Jthough  the  real  intention  of  the  gentlemen  who  paid  this  money 
fna  to  secure  by  hondfde  means  the  return  of  Mr.  Johnston,  still 
here  is  a  strong  groimd  for  holding  that  money  so  paid  as  this 
as,  and  after  such  warning  especially,  would  be  a  cornipt  practice 
»  fax  as  the  election  of  Mr.  Johnston  is  concerned.    If  money  paid 
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to  secure  the  return  of  a  party  means  anything,  it  appears  to  me 
that  money,  so  paid  as  this  was,  with  almost  the  assurance  and 
certainty  that  it  will  not  be  regularly  applied,  is  a  corrupt  practice, 
and  if  it  be  not  a  corrupt  practice,  I  find  it  difiScult  to  say  what 
the  1st  and  5th  clauses  of  section  2  mean." 

As  to  the  2nd  point,  he  said : — 

"  If  I  were  satisfied  that,  however  corrupt  the  practice  was  it 
regards  Mr.  Johnston's  election,  the  only  eflFect  it  could  produce 
upon  the  Respondent's  election  was  an  identical  one,  and  that  that 
was  the  eflFect  contemplated,  can  I  make  it  a  corrupt  practice  as  to 
the  election  of  the  Respondent  ?  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that 
the  Act  has  said  so.  The  true  way  to  try  it  is,  supposing  it  was  so 
clearly  a  corrupt  practice  to  secure  Johnston's  return  that  an  . 
indictment  could  be  maintained  against  those  parties  for  corrupt 
practice  in  order  to  procure  the  return  of  Johnston,  and  it  further 
appeared  that  these  parties  hoped  or  expected  that  the  efifect  pro* 
duced  upon  the  minds  of  Johnston's  supporters  would  be  that  thej 
would  assist  the  Respondent,  and  that  they  would  give  their  votes 
just  in  the  same  way  as  they  would  if  the  money  had  been  directly 
so  applied — can  I  say  that  an  indictment  could  be  sustained  against 
them  in  the  alternative  in  order  to  procure  the  election  of  the 
Respondent  ?  If  I  cannot,  then  I  say  it  comes  to  this,  that  it  is  a 
case  not  provided  for  by  the  Act." 

As  to  the  3rd  point,  he  said  : — 

"  I  quite  agree  with  the  Petitioners'  counsel  that  I  am  to 
endeavoiu-  to  construe  this  Act  of  1854  so  as  to  repress  the  mischief 
which  the  Act  was  intended  to  guard  against  I  agree^  too,  that 
for  that  purpose  I  am,  so  far  as  I  can,  to  strip  of  every  colour,  of 
every  dress,  and  of  every  shape,  any  proceeding  that  is  proved 
before  me  in  order  to  discover  the  true  and  real  nature  of  that  pro- 
ceeding, and  if,  having  done  so,  I  find  that  that  proceeding  comes 
within  the  statutory  definition  of  corrupt  practices,  I  am  boimd  to 
give  eflFect  to  the  Act  of  Parliament.  But  I  have  no  power  under 
the  Act  to  change  the  nature  of  the  proceedings  as  proved  before 
me,  and  to  repress  them  because  those  proceedings  may  be  shown 
to  be  attended  with  all  the  pernicious  consequences  which  the  Act 
was  intended  to  guard  against.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  is  an 
application  of  real  subtlety  when  one  endeavours,  by  reason  of  the 
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miscliief  which  follows,  to  alter  the  nature  of  the  Act  itself  for  the 
purpose  of  repressing  the  mischief.     That  is  what  I  cannot  do." 

Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respon- 
dent duly  elected. 

As  to  subscriptions  for  defraying  the  election  expenses  of  a  can- 
didate, he  said : — 

•*  I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  a  subscription  instituted  for  SnbBcription 
the  purpose  of  paying  the  expenses  of  a  candidate  and  relieve  him  expenses  of 
from  any  expense  in  the  matter,  is  in  any  way  an  illegal  or  uncon-  ^^*®  "*** 
stitutional  proceeding.     It  would  behove  a  candidate  to  look  well 
that  the  money  of  which  he  availed  himself  of  his  own  knowledge 
is   legitimately  applied,  because   he   incurs  a  responsibility  the 
moment  he  holds  himself  out  as  a  person  to  be  elected  by  those 
meana     But  that  a  public  subscription  raised  for  that  purpose,  and 
contributed  to  by  his  friends  and  supporters,  is  itself  illegal,  I  am 
not  aware." 

As  to  costs,  he  said : — 

•*  Costs  follow  the  event."  Costs. 


CASE  XLIV. 

BOKOUGH.OF  CASHEL. 

BsFORB  Mr.  Baroit  FrrzasBALD,  Feb.  15,  186d. 


Petitiomr :  Mr.  Henry  Munster. 

Respondent :  Mr.  James  Lyster  CyBeime. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner :  Mr.  Butt,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Heron,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Carton. 

Agents :  Mr.  Laffan  ;  Mr.  Scallan. 
Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Hemphill,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Curtis. 

Agent :  Mr.  Peirce  Grace. 


V-  The  1st  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  A 

it  also  stated  that  the  majority  of  votes  for  the  Respondent  v 
only  a  colourable  majority,  and  prayed  the  seat  for  the  Petitioni 

vi.  A  2nd  petition  contained  the  same  allegations  of  bribery,  & 

and  prayed  that  the  election  might  be  declared  void. 

"i-  It  "was  proved  that  bribery  was  committed  with  the  knowlei 

and  consent  of  the  Respondent,  such  bribery  consisting  of 
payment  to  voters  of  alleged  claims  arising  out  of  a  previous  e 
tion,  and  also  of  colourably  paying  large  sums  of  money  for  the  1 
of  rooms  belonging  to  voters.  In  the  recriminatory  case  it  " 
proved  that  the  Petitioner  was  guilty  of  bribery  by  his  agents,  i 
was  therefore  incapable  of  being  elected. 

Before  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings, 
Piocedure  ^^*  ^^"^P^i^^*  f^r  the  Respondent,  applied  that  the  two  petiti( 

when  two  might  be  tried  together. 

petitions.  ,  , 

1,  Mr.  Heron,  for  the  Petitioner,  opposed  the  application. 
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ICjt-  Baron  Fitzgerald  decided  that  the  two  petitions  should  be 
pened  together,  but  that  he  would  reserve  his  decision  as  to  future 
ourse  of  proceeding. 

A.ti  the  end  of  that  part  of  the  Petitioner's  case  which  related  to  Procedure  as 

to  scrutiny. 

avoiding  the  Respondent's  election,  ^g 

11  r.  Butt,  for  the  Petitioner,  proposed  to  proceed  with  the 
scni'tiny,  and  to  take  each  vote  separately,  according  to  the  uniform 
practice  of  the  House  of  Commons. 

rhis  was  allowed,  but  the  decisions  upon  the  votes  questioned 
were  reserved  until  after  the  hearing  of  the  recriminatory  case. 

Tlie  recriminatory  case  succeeded,  and  the  scrutiny  thus  fell 
through. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

Mr.  Hemphill,  for  the  Respondent,  upon  an  affidavit  made  by  Order  made 
the  Respondent's  agent,  asked  the  Ck)urt  to  order  a  writ  of  subpoena  orwftnoses^ 
^  testificandum  to  be  issued  to  certain  witnesses  who  were  out  of  9«*  of  *l\o 

I     .  jurisdiction. 

the  jurisdiction.*  19, 

Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald  granted  the  application. 

A  witness  was  asked, 

0-  "Did  you  at  the  previous  election,  that  in  1865,  get  any  Certificate  of 

m/N^         i.  /» M  indemnity 

money  from  any  one  ?  does  not  apply 

Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald  (interposing) : — "  I  am  not  sure  that  my  eiectTon.^^ 

^^ificate  of  indemnity  will  relieve  him  from  any  responsibility  io7. 

connected  with  the  election  of  1865.*' 
^^  question  was  not  pressed. 

*^^  Respondent,  when  called  as  a  witness,  was  asked  in  cross-  Illegal  ques- 

PTSTw  •         •  tions  not  to 

«aianiatl0n,  bo  asked  for 

Q.    •*  What  did  the  election  of  1865  cost  you  ? "  tlting^if 

^T'.  Hemphill,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  the  question.         o^  witness. 
^.  Baron  Fitzgerald  did  not  think  the  question  one  that  ^^^' 
»^o\x\d  be  allowed. 

^.  Butt,  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  he  had  a  right  to  put  the 
question  to  test  the  credit  of  the  witness. 

*  See  17  &  18  Vict  c  34,  s.  1. 
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Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald  : — "  I  will  not  aUow  ill^al  evidence  to 
be  given  under  the  notion  of  credit." 

Mr.  Butt  then  submitted  he  had  a  right  to  ask  him  ii?hetlier  be 
-committed  bribery  at  the  previous  election. 

Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald  : — "I  don't  think  you  have." 


Fftjinentof 
dectioii  ex- 
peiiMs  bjctn- 
di(Ute  himself 
without  the  in- 
terrentioa  of 
ftn  agent. 

Effect  on  qnes- 
tiMiof  penonal 
bribery. 


It  appeared  that,  although  the  Respondent  so  fax  complied  with 
the  provisions  of  26  Vict  c.  29,  s.  2,  as  to  declare  to  the  retuimBg 
officer  upon  the  nomination  day  the  name  and  address  of  an  agent 
for  election  expenses  on  his  behalf,  namely,  Mr.  Patrick  Connor, 
still  the  appointment  was  a  purely  nominal  one,  for  Mr.  Connor 
himself  did  not  know  of  his  appointment  until  after  the  electioQ, 
and  in  fact  performed  no  duty,  and  knew  nothing  of  the  expendi- 
ture by  or  for  the  Respondent  on  account  of  or  in  respect  of  Ae 
election.  It  further  appeared  that  every  payment  that  was  made 
on  account  of  the  election  was  by  cheques  drawn  by  the  Respond«it 
himself,  and  these  cheques  at  the  trial,  although  ordered  to  be  pro- 
duced, were  not  forthcoming.  Under  these  circumstances^  and 
inasmuch  as  some  of  the  money  so  paid  by  the  Respondent  was 
proved  to  have  been  con-uptly  expended, 

Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald,  upon  declaring,  in  his  judgment,  that  the 
election  was  void,  added  as  follows : — 

"  Owing  to  the  unfortunate  position  in  which  the  Respondent 
has  placed  himself,  of  taking  the  entire  expenditure  upon  himsd^ 
and  so  leaving  himself  without  the  means  of  proving  the  nature 
and  extent  of  that  expenditure,  I  am  not  relieved  from  the  painful 
necessity  of  reporting  to  the  House  of  Commons  that  the  expendi- 
ture for  pui-poses  of  briberj-  was  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  Respondent." 


LiabOitT  of  A^  ^^  P^^^ 

Respondent  for  bribed  a  voter. 

act  of  wife  of 
agent. 


Respondent 


Mr.  Baron  Fftzgerald  said  as  to  this,  in  lus  judgment:— 
"  I  see  no  way  by  which  the  Respondent  can  escape  the  con* 
sequences  of  an  act  of  bribery  by  his  agent.  It  was  said  bf 
Mr.  Hemphill,  for  the  Respondent,  that  it  would  make  a  different* 
that  the  wife  was  the  agent  of  Tracey.  I  cannot  see  that  b 
doing  that  which  is  the  act  of  an  agent,  an  agent  may  use  ^ 
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stmmentality  of  another ;  otherwise  there  would  be  no  use  in 
tablishing  any  law  of  evidence  on  that  point  at  all,  for  the  effect 
1  the  principal  through  the  agent  would  be  done  away  with 
itpgether." 

It  appeared  that  some  time  before  the  election,  Laffan,  an  agent  Gfiving  voter  a 

•         .  "retainer" 

)f  the  Petitioner,  sent  cheques  for  five  guineas   to  two  of  the  to  act  aa  agent 
Respondent's  supporters,  Wood  and  Quirk ;  upon  the  cheques  was  ?*  ^®Jf!^-^, 
written  the  word  "  retainer."    Both  Wood  and  Quirk,  upon  finding  capacitate  him 
that  if  they  accepted  these  retainers  they  would  be  incapacitated  either  party, 
from  voting  for  the  Respondent,  sent  the  cheques  back.     It  was  ^^^  noery. 
contended  for  the  Respondent  in  the  recriminatory  case  that  this 
attempt  to  incapacitate  these  voters  from  voting  was  an  act  of 
bribery  upon  the  part  of  Laffan. 
Mr.  Baron  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 
"  My  first  impression  was  that  it  was  bribery,  but  on  considera- 
tion I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  object  before  the  mind  of  tho 
party  in  order  to  his  being  bribed  must  be  either  the  abstaining 
from  voting  or  the  giving  of  the  vote ;  and  though  that  was  the 
thing  in  the  mind  of  the  person  giving  these  considerations  or 
retainers,  that  will  not  make  it  an  inducement  to  the  other  party, 
wiless  the  same  thing  was  before  the  mind  of  that  party  also.     I 
cannot,  therefore,   say  that   the  giving   of  these   retainers  was 
bribery." 

•In  the  course  of  the  scrutiny, 

Mr.  Bvit,  for  the  Petitioner,  proposed  to  strike  off  the  vote  of  one  To  invalidate 
Connor,  under  the  Representation  of  the  People  (Ireland)  Act,  1868,  agent  it  mnst 
sec.  8.  ^  P™""®^ 

that  he  was  a 

It  appeared  that  Connor  had  been  nominated  before  the  election  v^^  ^^^^ 
"y  the  Respondent  and  his  agent,  Mr.  Grace,  to  act  as  expense 
^ent  for  the  Respondent.  Mr.  Connor  himself  stated  that  he 
^^  not  informed  of  this  nomination  till  after  the  election,  but 
^.  Grace  said  that  he  had  informed  him  of  it,  and  that  then 
M)nnor  had  replied  that  by  so  appointing  him  he  had  dis- 
qualified him  from  voting.  However  this  might  be,  it  was  clear 
ttat  Connor  received  no  pay  for  acting  as  agent,  and  did  not  in 
feet  perform  any  duty  as  such.     But  Mr.  Butt  submitted  that  the 
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appointment  of  a  person  as  agent  without  an  express  condition  that 
he  will  act  for  nothing  is  an  appointment  for  hire. 

Mr.  Baron  FiTZQEiUXD,  however,  ruled  that  the  vote  was  good 

Mr.  Baron  FiTZGERAXD,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 
of  the  Respondent  void  on  the  ground  of  personal  bribery,  and 
he  further  declared  that  in  the  recriminatory  case  it  had  been 
established  that  the  Petitioner  was  ineligible  to  be  elected  on  the 
ground  of  bribery  by  agent. 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 
Cotto.  "  The  costs  will  follow  the  ervent  with  respect  to  each  of  these 

petitions.  That  is,  in  the  case  in  which  the  Petitioner  succeed^ 
the  Petitioner  is  to  get  the  costs ;  where  the  petition  fails,  the 
opposite  party  gets  the  costs." 


1^ 


CASE   XLV. 

BOROUGH  OF  YOUGHAL. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  O^Briek,  Feb.  19^  1869. 


Petitioner:  Mr. Brasier. 
Respondent :  Mr.  C.  Weguelin. 
Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Heron,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Ezham,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Qreene. 

Agent :  Mr.  Edward  Qreene  Folby. 
C<mn8el  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Butt,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  O'Hagan,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Cleary. 

Agent:  Mr.  Lawrence  Mooney. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  treating, 
&Cy  and  did  not  pray  the  seat 

It  appeared  that  the  Respondent  announced  himself  as  a  candi- 
date on  July  29,  and  that  almost  immediately  afterwards  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  treating  took  place,  for  which  he  was  proved 
to  be  responsible  through  his  agents.     The  dissolution  of  Parlia- 
ment, in  consequence  of  which  the  election  was  held,  did  not  take 
place  till  August,  and  on  it  being  reserved  for  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  to  say  whether  the  Respondent  ought  to  be  considered  to 
have  been  a  candidate  at  the  time  the  treating  took  place,  the 
Coart  decided  that  he  ought,  and  the  election  was  coDsequently 
held  void. 

Before  the  commencement  of  the  case,  Mr.  0*Hagan,  for  the  Evidence  ad- 
^^spondent,  made  an  objection  to  the  right  of  the  Petitioner  to  t^t  the  PetT-^ 
'J^ftintain  the  petition  at  all.    The  petition  stated  that  the  Pe-  Jj^aVrt^ 
Utioxxer  was  a  voter.     He  submitted,  however,  that  he  was  not  a  ^^  himself 
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been  bribed,  voter,  inasmuch  as  he  was  himself  a  paid  agent  and  had  heeo 
Serrfore  ^^  g^^^^Y  of  bribery  and  treating  at  the  election,  and  had  also  been 
maintain  bribed  himself :  his  vote,  therefoi-e,  was  nullified. 

petition. 

(A)  2.  ^^-  Justice  O'Brien  said  he  would  consider  the  matter ;  in  the 

meantime  the  case  might  be  proceeded  with. 

(B)  113.  Afterwards,  upon  Mr.  Butt,  for  the  Respondent^  renewing  his 

objection  to  the  status  of  the  Petitioner,  and  stating  that  he  pro- 
posed to  call  evidence  in  support  of  his  objection, —  ^ 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  said  that  he  would  reserve  to  the  fullest 
extent  the  right  of  the  Respondent's  counsel  to  give  evidence  in 
support  of  his  objection. 

Upon  evidence  being  brought  forward  upon  the  point,  tbey 
failed  to  prove  that  the  Petitioner  had  been  guilty  of  any  corrupt 
practices,  whereupon  the  objection  was  withdrawn. 


Meaning  of  ex-       In  the  course  of  the  case, — 

^^Ae  at  e^'  Upon  a  public-house  bill  being  put  in  by  the  Petitioner  as  evi- 
21  &'2*>V*ct.  ^^^^^  ^^  treating,  which  bill  contained  items  incurred  before  tke 
c.  87,  B.  8.  dissolution  of  Parliament,  Mr.  Butt,  for  the  Respondent,  objected 
(B)  24.  that  it  was  not  evidence  as  it  stood ;  he  submitted  that  no  treat- 

ing could  take  place  before  the  dissolution  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  : — "  Supposing  a  claim  is  incurred  befow 
the  election,  and  satisfied  after,  it  is  impossible  to  say  it  is  not 
evidence ;  it  is  another  thing  as  to  its  weight." 

Mr.  Butt,  for  the  Respondent,  pointed  out  that  by  the  21  &  22 
Vict.  c.  87,  s.  3,  the  definition  in  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854, 
of  the  words  "candidate  at  an  election"  is  repealed,  and  the 
following  definition  substituted,  "  all  persons  elected  to  serve  in 
Parliament  at  such  election,  and  all  persons  nominated  as  candi- 
dates at  such  election,  or  who  shall  have  declared  themselvei 
candidates  on  or  after  the  day  of  issuing  the  writ  for  such  election, 
or  after  the  dissolution  or  vacancy,  in  consequence  of  which  suck 
writ  is  issued."  If,  then,  the  4th  section  of  the  Act  of  1854 
(which  defines  treating)  be  read  with  the  definition  given  by  tic 
21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87,  he  contended  that  a  person  does  not  becoinc 
a  candidate  till  after  the  dissolution,  and  therefore  that  the  44 
section  of  the  Act  of  1854  would  not  apply  to  acts  done  by  him  or 
his  agents  before  that  time. 
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Sjt.  Justice  O'Brien,  in  his  judgment,  said  that  Mr.  Butt  should 
»e  the  credit  of  having  first  suggested  this  point,  which  was  a 
If  ingenious  one.  He  should  not  pronounce  any  opinion  on 
,,  but  reserve  it  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  He  pointed 
ut,  however,  that  in  the  Windeor  Case*  a  transaction  which  had 
aken  place  before  the  dissolution  had  been  relied  upon  as  an  act 
)f  treating,  and  that  Mr.  Justice  Willes  had  held  it  not  to  be  an 
ict  of  treating  for  a  diflferent  reason,  and  had  not  touched  upon 
this  point 

Subsequently  when  the  point  came  before  the  Court  of  Common 
?leas,t 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  said : — "  If,  to  ascertain  the  true  con- 
truction  of  the  4th  section  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854,  we 
ubstitute  for  the  words  'every  candidate  at  an  election'  the 
lefiDition  of  that  expression  given  by  the  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  3, 
he  section  will  read  thus :  *  If  any  person  elected  to  serve  in 
Vliament  at  any  election,  or  any  person  nominated  as  candidate 
t  any  election,  or  any  person  who  shall  have  declared  himself 
andidate  on  or  after  the  day  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ  for  such 
lection,  or  after  the  dissolution  or  vacancy  in  consequence  of 
•*hich  such  writ  has  been  issued,  shaU  corruptly  by  himself  or 
y  any  person  on  his  behalf,  at  any  time  either  before,  during  or 
fter  any  election,  commit  any  of  the  acts  mentioned  in  the 
ection,  he  shall  be  guilty  of  treating.'  Reading  the  4th  section  in 
his  way,  it  will  contain  an  express  enactment  that  every  person 
lected  to  serve  in  Parliament,  who  shall  coiTuptly  by  himself  or 
^J  others  on  his  behalf,  at  any  time  either  before  or  during 
>r  after  any  election,  do  the  acts  mentioned  in  the  section,  shall 
^  deemed  guilty  of  the  oflfence  of  treating.  To  get  rid  of  this 
A?ious  construction  of  the  section,  it  has  been  suggested  that  we 
should  read  the  section  redendo  singula  singulis,  and  that  we 
should  hold  that  the  words  *  who  shall  have  declared  himself  a 
^didate '  are  the  only  words  applying  to  acts  done  at  any  time 
^ore  the  election.  This  we  cannot  adopt.  We  are  quite  satisfied 
W  the  rule  of  construction  referred  to,  redendo  singula  singulis, 

*  Vide  ante,  p.  3. 

t  For  a  full  report  of  the  argiunents  of  counsel,  see  Irish  Common  Law 
«poit»y  voL  liL)  p.  530. 
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does  not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present,  and  that  if  any  pei^^i 
who  shall  be  elected,  or  who  shall  be  nominated,  or  *  who  shall  li^^< 
declared  himself  a  candidate,'  after  the  issuing  of  the  writ  or  dXs- 
solution,  does  the  acts  mentioned  in  the  section,  he  is  guilty  of  tlie 
oflFence  of  treating.  If  a  party  does  the  acts  before  the  disso- 
lution, intending  to  become  a  candidate,  but  does  not,  in  fetct, 
after  the  dissolution  become  a  candidate  and  is  not  elected,  be 
cannot  be  guilty  of  the  statutable  offence  of  treating.  But  the 
Respondent,  having  been  elected,  is,  in  our  opinion,  guilty  of  the 
ofiFence,  though  committed  before  the  dissolution." 

Giving  sums  of  It  was  proved  that  on  and  immediately  before  the  polling-<iaj, 
Tr^&is^'^!  large  sums  of  money  were  distributed,  in  shillings  and  half-crowns, 
c.  102,  8.  2       to  poor  people  in  the  streets  of  the  borough.    As  much  as  £160 

was  so  given  away  by  one  person,  £1 30  by  another,  and  dE50  by 
another :  none  of  this  money,  however,  was  given  to  voters. 

Upon  these  facts,  Mr.  Exham,  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that 
this  distribution  of  money  was  bribery  under  the  Corrupt  Prac- 
tices Act,  1854,  s.  2  (3),  inasmuch  as  it  was  given  in  contempla- 
tion that  the  people  who  got  it  would  spend  it  in  drink  at  the 
public-houses,  and  thereby  in  that  indirect  manner  influence  the 
votes  of  the  publicans. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 
"Such  a  proceeding  as  this  was  not   contemplated  as  being 
within  the  provisions  of  the  Act.'* 

Not  illegal  to  It  was  proved  that  about  350  persons  were  employed  for  the 
v^tehere  band  Respondent's  party  at  3«.  a  day,  to  act  as  watchers  ;  that  is  to  say, 
fi^  to  protect  voters  from  any  violence  that  might  be  offered  by  the 

opposite  party.     It  appeared  that  watchers  were  absolutely  neces- 
sary for  this  purpose,  and  that  in  consequence  of  their  presence 
the  election  went  off  more  quietly  than  elections  usually  did. 
Mr.  Justice  O'Brien,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 
"Supposing  that  this  arrangement  as  to  watchers  was  made 
bond  fide  (as  I  have  no  doubt  it  was),  and  that  it  was  a  reasonable 
precaution,  the  only  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  it  was 
in  any  instance  carried  out  colourably  or  as  a  cloak  for  bribeij  or 
undue  influence." 
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It  appeared  that  in  the  particulars  delivered  by  the  Petitioner,  particulars, 
/^enty-eight  cases  of  bribery  were  mentioned,  but  as  to  only  five  ^°\?^A^u 
six  of  these  was  any  evidence  oflFered.  framed. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — 
"  The  object  of  a  bill  of  particulars  is  to  give  to  the  opposite  party 
jasonable  information  as  to  the  case  which  will  be  made  against 
lem ;  to  give  him  an  opportunity  of  inquiry,  and  to  enable  him, 
:  he  can,  to  contradict  or  explain  the  facts  charged  against  him : 
>ut  the  system  adopted  here  would  defeat  that  object.  The 
Petitioner  might  as  well  have  included  in  the  case  all  the  persons 
vho  voted  for  the  Respondent,  and  I  cannot  avoid  saying  that,  in 
ny  opinion,  this  bill  of  particulars  was  either  framed  as  a  blind, 
md  for  the  purpose  of  baflBling  inquiry,  or  that  it  was  framed  with 
i  reckless  disregard  to  its  accuracy,  and  without  the  slightest  con- 
lideration  whether  the  charges  in  it  were  tnie  or  not.  Besides, 
ihe  Respondent  himself  is  charged  with  personal  bribery,  but 
ffhea  called  as  a  witness  by  the  Petitioner,  he  is  not  asked  a 
single  question  as  to  this  charge.  I  think  some  regulations  should 
be  made  with  regard  to  such  bills  of  particulars,  and  I  have  made 
^ese  observations  to  express  my  disapprobation  of  the  practice 
resorted  to  on  this  occasion,  and  to  show  that  it  should  be  dis- 
countenanced in  every  possible  way,  and  should  be  regarded  as  a 
Diatter  which  (whatever  the  result  of  the  petition  may  be)  should 
materially  aflfect  the  question  of  costs. '** 

At  the  close  of  the  Petitioner's  case, — 

Mr.  Exham,  for  the  Petitioner,  said  that  if  the  Court  should  i  &  2  Geo.  4, 

I  ICO      * 

flold  that  under  the  charges  contained  in  the  Petition,  as  it  then  piiediy^re- 
8tood,  the  Petitioner  was  not  entitled  to  rely  upon  the  payments  1^^  ^7  sub- 

*/      ^  ^  ^  sequent  ActB. 

^e  by  the  sitting  member  to  his  agents  of  fees  beyond  those  Amendment  of 
authorised  by  the  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  58,  s.  6,  which  is  an  Act  to  Pf*i*^°?     . 

•^  t  f  f  ^  ^  at  the  hearing. 

regulate   expenses   of  elections  in    Ireland,   the   petition   should  (i)  21. 
3e  amended   as   follows  :    "  That  before,   during  and  after  the 
flection,  the  Respondent  by  himself,  or  by  some  person  or  persons 
mployed   by  him,  directly  or  indirectly  gave   money,  fees,  and 
staining  fees,  to  attorneys,  agents,  inspeqtors,  and  clerks,  for  doing 


♦  Vide  poet,  p.  298. 
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something  relating  to  the  election,  over  and  above  the  sums  set 
forth  to  be  paid  in  the  schedules  to  the  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  58,  and  by 
reason  of  such  giving  the  Respondent  became  disqualified  as  a 
candidate  and  the  election  void." 

Mr.  Butt,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted  that  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  amend  the  petition,  and  that  if  permitted,  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  s.  6  (2),  would  be 
thereby  defeated,  which  required  the  petition  to  be  filed  within 
21  days  of  the  return  of  the  writ. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien  doubted  whether  he  had  power  to  pennit 
an  amendment,  and  if  he  had,  he  did  not  think  he  ought  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  Justice  O'Brien,  in  his  judgment,  said  further  as  to 
this : — 

"  If  it  were  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  I  should  be  inclined 
to  hold  that  that  Act  of  Geo.  4  had  been  impliedly  repealed  For 
by  various  Acts  of  Parliament  passed  subsequently  to  this  Act  rf 
Geo.  4,  the  number  of  polling-days  have  been  reduced  to  one,  and 
at  the  same  time  power  has  been  given  to  appoint  additional 
polling-places.  This  alone  would  necessitate  the  employment  of 
more  than  one  conducting  agent,  which  is  all  that  is  allowed  by 
the  Act  of  Geo.  4.  In  a  county  it  could  not  now  be  contended  u 
reasonable  or  just  that  a  candidate  should  be  prohibited  from 
having  more  than  one  such  agent,  or  that  he  should  be  allowed  to 
pay  that  agent  the  sum  prescribed  for  one  day  by  the  Act  of  Gea 
4.  If  he  did  so,  he  could  not  get  persons  upon  whose  judgment  or 
intelligence  he  could  rely." 

Mr.   Justice   O'Brien,   in   his  judgment,   said   that  the  final 

decision  as  to  the  validity  of  the  election  would  be  postponed  until 

the  question  reserved  by  him  had  been  decided  by  the  Court  of 

Common  Pleas.* 

Orer-payments       As  to  whether  over-payments  of  agents  can  be  considered  « 

bribl^r^!*  °^*     acts  of  bribery,  he  said  :— 

"  Considering  the  very  penal  consequences  attaching  to  bribery, 
and  that  if  these  over-payments  to  agents  w^ere  to  be  considered*^ 

♦  The  Court  decided  the  election  to  be  void. 
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ts  of  bribery  they  would  be  acts  of  pei-sonal  bribery  by  the 
ndidate  himself  who  paid  thovse  agents,  I  cannot  come  to  the 
inclusion  that  they  could  be  considered  as  such,  or  that  it  was 
le  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  make  them  so  ;  such  an 
itention  would,  I  think,  have  been  expressed  in  clear  and  un- 
mbiguous  terms." 

As  to  whether  the  35  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  s.  19,  is  still  in  force  with 
egard  to  boroughs  in  Ireland,  he  said  : — 

"  This  Act  of  Geo.  3,  so  far  as  relates  to  counties,  was  repealed  35  Geo.  8,  c 

)y  4  Geo.  4,  c.  55,  but  section  79  of  this  Act  of  Geo.  4  contained  a  repealed  by 

provision  similar  to  that  of  section  19  of  the  Act  of  Geo.  3,  except  ^ujts^'*^* 

that  it  applied  only  to  counties.     That  7!)th  section  of  the  Act  of 

Geo.  4  was  itself  repealed   by  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854, 

which  does  not  repeal  or  notice  the  Act  of  35  Geo.  3,  which  was 

tlien  unrepealed  as  to  boroughs  in  Ireland,  though  it  does  repeal 

the  Act  of  Will.  3,  which  contains  similar  provisions  as  to  English 

boroughs.     It  was  therefore  contended   by  Mr.  Exham,  for  the 

Petitioners,  that  section  19  of  35  Geo.  3  is  still  in  force  as  to  Irish 

boroughs.     It,  however,  would  require   some  reason  to  establish 

that  the  Legislature  intended  that  a  different  state  of  law  should 

exist  in   Ireland   from   that   which   exists  in  England,  and  also 

intended  that  there  should  in  Ireland  be  a  difference  in  the  law  of 

treating  as  regards  boroughs  from  that  which  exists  as  to  counties 

and  counties  of  towns.     Mr.  O'Hagan  (Respondent's  counsel)  also 

relied  on   the  preamble  of  the  Corrupt  Practices   Act,  1854,  as 

showing  the   intention  of  the   Legislature   to   have   (as  regards 

comipt  practices)  the  same  law  for  all  elections.     That  preamble 

states  the  insufficiency  of  the  laws  then  in  force  for  preventing 

corrupt  practices  in  the  election  of  a  member ;  and  that  it  was 

expedient  to  consoUdate  and  amend  such  laws.      Then  the   4th 

section  deals  with  some  of  the  acts  which  are  legivslated  against  by 

tte  19th  section  of  the  35th  Geo.  3,  a'ld  provides  that  they  shall 

institute  the  offence  of  '  treating '  if  they  are  done  'corruptly  ; '  the 

23rd  section  of  the  Act  of  1854  may  also  be  referred  to.     It  is 

clear,  so  far  as  the  19th  section  of  35  Geo.  3  was  to  remain  in 

force,  there  would  be  no  doubt  that  the  giving  of  meat,  food,  or 

drink  upon  the  day  of  polling  would  be  illegal.     But  this  23rd 

lection  of  the  Act  of  1854  states  that  doubts  have  arisen  as  to 
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*  whether  the  giving  of  refreshments  to  voters  on  the  day 
nomination  or  the  day  of  polling  be  or  be  not  according  to  la 
Probably  whoever  prepared  this  Act  had  not  in  his  contemplati* 
the  Act  of  35  Geo.  3.  But  I  fully  concur  in  the  principle  ^ 
clearly  relied  on  by  Mr.  0*Hagan,  namely,  that  an  Act  of  Parli^ 
ment,  though  not  expressly  repealed,  is  impliedly  repealed  by 
subsequent  Act,  the  provisions  of  which  are  inconsistent  wi^ 
the  previous  Act,  and  I  think,  on  that  groimd,  I  should  hold  tk^ 
this  19  th  section  of  35  Geo.  3  is  no  longer  in  force  even  as  t 
boroughs  in  Ireland." 

As  to  reserving  for  the  Court  the  question  of  the  existence  of  g 
corrupt  motive,  he  said  : — 
Only qnestiona       "The  existence  of  a  corrupt  motive  in  doing  any  act  is  ao 
served  for  the    inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  evidence.     Under  section  12  of 
^^^^  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  it  is  only  questions  of  law  thai 

can  be  reserved  for  the  Court,  and  the  judge  who  tries  the  case  is 
the   only  tribunal   to  decide  whether  or  not  the  existence  of  a 
corrupt  motive  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  evidence." 
As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 
OoBts,  "  The  award  of  costs  is  discretionary  with  the  judge.    The  &ct    ; 

of  the  defeat  of  a  petition  would  not  necessarily  be  followed  by  the 
Petitioner  paying  the  costs ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  I  think  it    ' 
does  not  necessarily  follow  that  a  successful  Petitioner  should  get    ; 
his  costs.     There  have  been  repeated  instances  before  the  Parlia- 
mentary Committees  where,  although  the  member  was  unseated, 
he  was  not  condemned  to  pay  costs.     I  have  already  referred  to 
circumstances   which  I  think  furnish  grounds  for   the   exerase 
of  that  discretion,*  and  for  disallowing  costs   to  the  Petitioner 
should  he  ultimately  succeed  by  the  decision  of  the   Court  of 
Common  Pleas.     And  on  the  other  hand,  I  think  that  should  the 
Petitioner  ultimately  fail  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  there  are  reasons  for  disallowing  costs  to  the  Respondents. 
With  regard  to  the  grounds  for  disallowing  costs  to  the  Petitioner, 
it  is  clear  upon  the  evidence  that  so  far  as  he  himself  is  concerned, 
the  question  of  costs  is  one  of  perfect  indifference  to  him,  because 
he  is  indemnified  by  Sir  Joseph  M'Kenna ;  and  in  point  of  fact,  as 

♦  Vide  ante,  p.  295. 
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r  as  costs  are  concerned,  the  question  may  be  considered  as  if 
is  was  the  petition  of  Sir  Joseph  M'Kenna." 

After  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  he  further 
ided,  as  to  costs,  as  follows : — 

"  One  of  the  reasons,  as  I  said  in  the  course  of  the  case,*  why  I 
hink  the  Petitioner  is  not  entitled  to  costs,  is  on  account  of  the 
character  of  his  bill  of  particulars.  Although  it  contained  specific 
charges  of  the  bribery  of  78  electors,  no  chai'ge  was  proved,  and  as 
to  several  of  them  no  evidence  was  offered.  It  appeared  to  me 
that  these  numerous  and  unfounded  charges  were  either  inserted 
for  the  purpose  of  baffling  inquiry  by  the  number  of  cases  about 
which  inquiry  was  to  be  made ;  or  were  inserted  at  hazard,  with- 
out any  reasonable  gi-ounds,  and  with  a  complete  indifference  as  to 
their  being  well  founded  or  not.  Another  reason  is,  considering 
the  unsuccessful  candidate  as  himself  in  fact  the  Petitioner,  the 
conduct  pursued  previous  to  the  election  of  those  who  acted 
with  him  may  well  be  relied  on  as  disentitling  him  to  costs. 
Besides  this,  there  is  another  thing  to  be  taken  into  consideration, 
and  that  is,  that  up  to  the  trial  of  the  petition  the  unsuccessful 
candidate  has  failed  to  send  in  the  detailed  statement  of  election 
expenses,  as  he  was  bound  to  do  under  26  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  4.  For 
these  reasons  I  shall  not  order  the  Respondent  to  pay  the  general 
costs  of  these  proceedings,  with  the  exception  of  costs  of  arguing 
the  special  case  before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  I  reserved 
that  question  at  the  instance  of  the  Respondent,  and  I  therefore 
think  it  reasonable  that  he  should  pay  the  Petitioners'  costs  of 
that  argument." 

♦  Vide  ante,  p.  295. 
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CASE  XLVI. 

BOROUGH  OF  SLIGO.  ' 

Before  Rt.  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Keogh,  Feb.  19,  1869. 

Petitioners :  Messrs.  Foley  and  Foley. 

Respondent :  Major  Knox. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Coffey,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Palles,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Waters,  Q.C.; 

Mr.  O'Loglilin. 

Agent :  Mr.  Michael  Malony. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  McDonough,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  James  RoLinfion,  Q.C. ; 

Mr.  TV.  H.  Kay,  LL.D. ;  Mr.  Hartigan. 

Agent :  Mr.  Lawder. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  a  number  of  voters  were  bribed  by  persons 
whose  agency  was  clearly  established. 

It  was  also  proved  "  that  a  system  of  intimidation  and  violence 
was  organized  and  carried  out  for  months  previous  to,  and  during 
the  election,  subversive  of  freedom  of  election,  and  endangering 
the  lives  and  properties  of  the  electors,  that  outrages  were  com- 
mitted previous  to,  and  during  the  election,  which  deterred  electors 
from  exercising  their  franchise  at  the  election,  but  such  intimida- 
tion and  violence  was  almost  entirely  practised  by  large  mobs  of 
persons  acting  in  opposition  to  the  Respondent.** 

It  was  further  proved  that  such  intimidation  was  continued  in 
the  borough  from  the  time  of  the  election  down  to  and'  during 
the  trial  of  the  election  petition,  and  the  venue  was  in  consequence 
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dianged  to  Carrick-on-Shannon,  under  the  power  given  for  that 
pnxpose  by  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  s.  11  (11). 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It    haying  been   proved   that   one   Cherry  had   bribed  several  Witness  not 
persons,  upon  Cherry  being  called  as  a  witness  by  the  Respondent  criminate  him- 
to  rebut  agency,  !?i^4r?*"*  ^®on 

^       •^ '  26  Vict  c  29, 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  said  : — "  I  think  I  ought  to  tell  Mr.  Cherry  b.  7. 
tne  position  he  is  in.     You  are  now  about  to  be  examined,  Mr, 
CJherry,  as  to  transactions  which  involve  a  criminal  offence  :  there 
is  strong  evidence  of  your  having  been  engaged  in  a  criminal 
transaction.     You  are  not,  therefore,  bound  in  any  way  to  give 
evidence  which  will  tend   to   criminate   youi-self.     At  the  same 
time,  if  you  choose  to  make  a  fall  and  satisfactory  disclosure,  not 
in  part  but  in  all  things,  you  are  entitled  to  ask  me  for  a  certificate 
of  indemnity." 
At  the  close  of  the  witness's  evidence, — 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  refused  to  give  him  a  certificate,  on  the 
ground  that  his  disclosures  Imd  not  been  either  full  or  trust- 
worthy. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
i""^^  ^inseated,  upon  the  ground  of  bribery  by  his  agents. 
As  to  the  law  of  agency,  he  said  :-— 

"An  observation  was  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  Respondent  Liability  of 

p^  J  that  the   evidence   ought   to  be  strong- — very  strong,  clear,  and  act  of  agent. 

inclusive  of  agency  before  a  judge  allows  himself  to  attach  the 

penalties  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854,  to  any 

^dividual      I  agree   in   that.      But   it   would  be   altogether  a 

^^^istake,  both  in  law  and  fact,  to  think  that  you  can  depute  indi- 

^duals  to  do  certain  things,  or  that  they  should  take  upon  them- 

^Ives  to  do  certain  things  with  your  sanction,  and  that  you  can 

escape  the    consequences   of    their  acts    by  afterwards   stating, 

iH-J  J    whether  or  not  upon  oath,  that  you  did  not  contemplate  those  acts 

*^ing  done  when  you  gave  the  authority  which  constitutes  agency. 

^^m    "^^97  is  a  result  of  law  to  be  drawn  from  the  facts  in  the  case, 

^  from  the  acts  of  individuals,  and  it  is  not  by  what  a  principal 

tells  me  upon  the  table  that  he  intends  to  do,  that  I  am  to  con- 
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l-tinnoqaences 
uf  an  act  of 
liribcry, 
iluration  of. 


Costa. 


>6r»i^  ^he  question  of  agency ;  but  I  am  to  decide  that  question 
uiu  cho  question  of  intention  itself,  not  from  the  words  of  an 
!Ui.uviJaial  now,  but  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  natural  and  neces- 
sary consequence  of  his  acts  and  words  at  the  time  he  gave  anj 
d^uthority.  If  it  were  otherwise  it  would  be  open  to  any  man,  if 
ho  was  a  man  of  good  character  and  of  unquestionable  reputation, 
to  tell  a  particular  individual  to  go  forth  and  be  his  agent ;  after- 
wards to  come  up  upon  the  table  when  that  agent  had  transgressed 
all  moral  duties  and  to  say,  I  never  intended  that  he  should  do 
anjrthing  wrong;  all  I  intended  he  should  do  was  what  was 
legitimate  and  lawful.  But  I  lay  down  this  proposition  most 
distinctly,  that  no  sitting  member  can  guard  himself  against  the 
consequences  of  the  acts  of  agents,  if  once  they  are  proved  to  be 
agents,  by  coming  before  the  Court  and  swearing,  even  though  he 
may  convince  the  Court  he  is  swearing  truly,  that  he  never 
intended  that  anything  illegal  should  be  done  at  an  election.  It 
is  not  what  he  intended,  as  he  explains  here,  but  it  is  what  autho- 
rity did  he  give,  and  did  the  acts  of  the  person  so  authorized, 
legal  or  illegal,  naturally  follow  the  authority  which  was  given  t 
A  common  and  familiar  instance  occurs  to  my  mind  ;  the  wheny- 
man  upon  the  river  does  not  arrive  one  moment  the  less  certaiuly 
at  his  destination  because  he  happens  to  be  rowing  one  way  and 
looking  another." 

As  to  how  long  the  consequences  of  an  act  of  bribery  endure,  he 
said : — 

"Any  act  committed  previous  to  an  election  with  a  view  to 
influence  a  voter  at  the  coming  election,  whether  it  is  one,  two,  or 
three  years  before,  is  just  as  much  bribery  as  if  it  was  committed 
on  the  day  before  the  election  or  the  day  of  the  election ;  nay, 
more,  if  any  man  commits  bribery  in  any  constituency  in  the  first 
week  of  a  Parliament,  and  if  he  asks  for  the  suffiages  of  the  con- 
stituency in  the  last  week  of  the  seven  years  of  that  Parliament,  if 
it  lasted  so  long,  that  act  committed  six  years  before  can  be  given 
in  evidence  against  him,  and  his  seat  would  be  forfeited." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

"  The  Respondent  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition." 


CASE  XLVn. 

BOROUGH  OF  GALWAY. 

Before  Bt.  Hon«  Mr.  Justice  Keooh^  Feb.  25,  1869. 


Petitioner :  Mr.  Thomas  McGovem. 

Beapondents :  Lord  St  Lawrence  ;  Sir  Roland  BlenncrliaBsetj  Bart 

Cownselfor  Petitioner :  ,Mr.  Heron,  Q.C. ;  Dr.  Seeds. 

Agent:  Mr.  McGovem. 

Qmntelfor  Respondent,  Lord  St.  Laurence:  Mr.  M'Donough,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Palles, 

Q.C;  Mr.  O'Brien. 

Agent :  Mr.  Macnamara. 

Counsel  for  Respondent,  Blennerhasset :  Mr.  Waters,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Coffey,  Q.C. 

Agent ;  Mr.  Bedington. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
finally  charged  undue  influence  exercised  by  means  of  the  Roman 
Ckttholic  clergy,  acting  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  sitting  members, 
who  both  by  addresses  from  the  altar  during  divine  service  and  by 
other  means,  threatened  loss  and  damage,  and  in  other  manners 
practised  intimidation  upon  the  electors  who  were  members  of  the 
Boman  Catholic  persuasion,  in  order  to  induce  them  to  vote  or  to 
refrain  from  voting  at  the  electioa 

The  principal  evidence  against  Lord  St.  Lawrence  consisted  of  a 
white  paper  book,  headed  "  names  of  persons  who  by  letters  have 
made  claims  as  agents,  clerks,  &c.,  against  Lord  St.  Lawrence  in 
reference  to  the  Galway  borough  election,  1868."  It  appeared  that 
the  book  was  not  prepared  till  after  the  election ;  it  contained 
133  names,  and  there  were  remarks  on  most  of  these  names  in 
parallel  columns  shewing  their  "  qualifications,'*  "  by  whom  recom- 
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mended,"  &c.  It  was  contended  that  all  the  claims  contained  in 
this  book  were  more  or  less  colourable,  but  this  was  not  proved 

Against  the  other  Respondent  evidence  was  given  to  show  that 
at  the  previous  election  a  great  deal  of  bribery  had  taken  place  io 
his  behalf,  but  that  the  bribes  had  not  actually  been  paid  till  long 
after  the  election,  and  that  they  in  fact  related  as  much  to  the 
present  election  as  the  last.     This  was  not,  however,  established. 

The  evidence  which  aflFected  the  two  Respondents  jointly  wm 
that  as  to  spiritual  intimidation  practised  by  the  priests.  It  wai 
proved  that  a  considerable  amount  of  influence  had  been  exercised 
by  the  priests  in  favour  of  the  two  Respondents,  and  that  in  several 
instances  the  mass  had  been  suspended  and  the  congregations  had 
been  addressed  and  exhorted  to  support  them,  but  it  was  not 
established  that  this  influence  had  been  more  than  might  Inti- 
mately and  properly  have  been  exercised. 


Not  necessary 
to  close  case 
as  to  bribery 
before  going 
into  case  as  to 
intimidation. 

(iy271. 


In  the  course  of  the  case, 

Evidence  as  to  the  charges  of  bribeiy  was  first  gone  into,  and 
upon  a  witness  being  called,  who,  it  appeared  from  the  particolan, 
was  to  speak  to  the  charge  of  intimidation, 

Mr.  McDonough,  for  the  Respondents,  reminded  the  Court  d 
the  practice  of  the  House  of  Commons  Committees  that  the  cm 
of  bribery  should  be  closed  before  that  of  intimidation  was  opened 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  thought  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  enforce 
that  rule  now  ;  he  should  leave  the  matter  to  the  discretion  of 
counsel 


Evidence  of 
intention  to 
pay  bribes  after 
hearing  of 
petition  con* 
eluded,  inad' 
missible,  be- 
cause in  that 
ciso  fresh 
]>etition  might 
be  presented. 
Parliamentary 
Kicctions  Act, 
1868,  s.  6(2). 


It  having  been  proved  that  considerable  bribery  had  taken  place 
at  the  previous  election,  (viz.,  in  I860,)  but  that  the  bribes  had  to  a 
great  extent  been  not  actually  paid  until  after  the  hearing  of  the 
petition  which  had  been  presented  as  to  that  election, 

Dr.  Seeds,  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  in  the  course  of  lis 
reply  that  there  was  evidence  that  bribes  had  been  promised,  and 
that  it  was  intended  to  pay  them  in  a  similar  way  as  soon  as  the 
hearing  of  this  present  petition  was  concluded. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  said,  in  his  judgment,  as  to  this : — 

"  I  will  at  once  meet  the  remark  that  has  been  addressed  to  me, 
that  it  is  within  the  bounds  of  possibility  that  notwithstanding  this 
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juvestigation  further  sums  of  money  will  be  claimed  and  paid. 
Since  the  election  of  1865  an  Act  of  Parliament*  has  been  passed, 
under  which  if  either  of  the  sitting  members  or  any  of  their  agents 
pay  in  respect  of  the  election  one  shilling  at  any  time  between 
this  pi*esent  hour  and  the  last  hour  of  the  session  of  this  present 
Parliament,  for  28  days  after  every  such  payment  a  new  petition 
can  be  presented  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Dublin,  and  if 
Buch  a  payment  be  proved,  the  seat  of  the  sitting  member  is  just 
as  effectually  gone  as  it  would  be  upon  this  inquiry." 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondents 
duly  elected. 

As  to  undue  influence,  after  citing  the  5th  section  of  the  Corrupt 
Practices  Act,  1854,  and  also  citing  what  he  had  said  on  the  sub- 
ject of  general  intimidation  in  his  judgment  in  the  Dublin  case,t 
he  said : — 

"  I  see  no  reason  to  qualify  in  any  way  a  single  word  which  I  ^'^^^  political 

influence  exer- 

Btated  in  that  judgment.     That  I  believe  to  be  the  law  as  laid  ciaedbyprieste 

down  by  the  greatest  authorities,  and  of  that  I  believe  no  happier  "  ^ 

exposition  was  ever  given  than  in  the  celebrated  argument  of  Sir 

Samuel  Romilly  in  the  case  of  Huguenin  v.  Baseley.^   In  that  case 

it  was  sought  to  set  aside  a  voluntary  settlement  made  by  a  widow 

^n  a  clergyman  and  his  family,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been 

obtained  by  undue  influence  and  abused  confidence  by  the  clergy- 

BJan  as  an  agent  undertaking  the  management  of  this  lady's  aSairs. 

Sir  Samuel  Romilly  speaks  in  his  argument  of  this  undue  influence, 

*nd  I  adopt  his  words  as  marking  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  limit 

between   due   and   undue   influence.     They  were   as   follows : — 

'Undue  influence  will  be  used  if  ecclesiastics  make  use  of  their 

power  to  excite  superstitious  fears  or  pious  hopes,  to  inspire,  as  the 

^J>jects  may  be  best  promoted,  despair  or  confidence '   (that  is,  to 

^ire  despair  or  confidence  in  order  to  attain  their  own  objects, 

^  they  what  they  may),  '  to  alarm  the  conscience  by  the  horrors 

f  eternal  misery,  or  support  the  drooping  spirits  by  unfolding  the 

iY)spect  of  eternal  happiness.'     Now,  what  is  the  necessary  con- 

iquence,  if  that  is  a  true  version  of  influence  ?     Is  it  that  the  in- 

*  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  s.  6  (2). 
t  Vide  ante,  p.  273.  t  14  Ves.  288. 
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fluence  of  the  clergy  is  to  be  excluded.  I  say  not.  The  Bishop  rf 
Galway,  in  answer  to  the  question  put  to  him  in  cross-examination, 
*  Did  you  say  that  if  the  people  were  estranged  from  their  clergy, 
and  were  not  obedient  to  their  clergy,  they  would  escape  &om  all 
legitimate  authority  V  said  'Yes/     I  say  so  too. 

"  It  has  in  the  argument  been  said  rather  hastily,  and  I  am  sure 
without  meaning  to  argue  such  a  proposition,  that  if  the  priests  use 
influence  at  all,  the  election  will  be  void.  The  Roman  Cathdie  ■ 
bishop  is  in  the  eyes  of  the  law  of  this  country  a  commoner,  and  u 
such  the  legislature  has  given  him  a  vote,  and  he  has  a  right  to 
exercise  that  privilege.  The  Protestant  Episcopalian  minister  has 
the  same  right,  aud  so  has  the  Presbyterian  minister.  The  land- 
lord has  his  vote,  and  his  tenants  have  their  votes,  and  is  it  to  be 
said  that  the  landlord  is  to  use  no  influence  with  his  tenants  ?  I 
deny  the  proposition  altogether.  I  say  that  it  is  right  and 
becoming  that  a  landlord  should  use  his  influence  with  his  tenanta^ 
and  so  long  as  he  does  not  exercise  that  influence  in  an  illegitimate 
manner,  no  steadier  or  safer  or  more  legitimate  influence  can  be 
used.  Then,  I  ask,  are  the  only  persons  in  the  community  who 
are  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  exercise  their  legitimate  influence  the 
bishops  and  clergy  of  the  Roman  Catholic  church  ?  I  meet  widi  a  ! 
positive  negative  any  such  assumption  ;  but,  as  I  said  before,  that  i 
influence  must  be  legitimately  exercised.  In  support  of  what  I  ; 
have  just  said,  I  quote  the  Mayo  Ca^e*  1853,  where  the  committee, 
which  was  composed  entirely  of  Protestants,  came  to  this  resolu- 
tion : — '  That  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  there  was  great 
abuse  of  spiritual  influence  on  the  part  of  a  great  body  of  the 
Catholic  priesthood  during  the  last  election  ]  yet  they  declared 
the  sitting  members  duly  elected.  I  do  not  mention  this  case  as 
expressing  my  concurrence  in  that  decision.  If  I  had  come  to  the 
resolution  they  came  to,  I  should  also  have  arrived  at  the  con- 
clusion that  the  members  were  not  duly  elected  I  now  come  to  a 
case  of  an  opposite  kind.  In  the  Mayo  Ca8e,f  1857,  Colonel 
Higgins  was  the  unsuccessful  candidate,  and  it  was  proved  that  the 
Catholic  priest  told  the  people  from  the  altar  that  '  the  curse  of 
God   would   come   down   upon   any  one  who  voted    for  Colonel 

♦  2  Power,  Rodwell  &  Dew,  20.  f  1  Wolferatan  &  Dew  p.  1. 
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Higgins,'  and  that  '  if  they  were  dying  he  would  not  give  the  rites 
of  the  Church  to  any  one  voting  for  Higgins/  and  much  more  evi- 
dence of  a  similar  kind  was  given.     Upon  that  evidence  the  com- 
mittee came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  sitting  member  by  his 
:    agents  was  guilty  of  undue  influence  and  spiritual  intimidation,  and 
r  that  the  election  was  void.   In  the  present  case  every  description  of 
\  <^hajge  has  been  made  against  the  Catholic  clergy  ;  among  other 
\  things,   they  are  charged  with  having  refused  the  rites  of  the 
church,  in  order  to  influence  votes  at  the  election.     If  that  had 
:  been  proved  in  a  single  case  I  would  have  avoided  the  election ;  I 
*  would  not  have  hesitated  a  moment  about  it.     But  that  has  not 
been  proved.     It  has,  however,   been   proved  that   in  various 
churches  the  celebration  of  the  mass  was  suspended  after  the  first 
Cbspel  in  order  to  lecture  the  people  upon  the  conflicting  claims 
of  the  different  candidates.     I  think  it  would  be  well  that  the 
House  of  God  should  not  be  made  a  place  for  delivering  political 
discourses  in  at  all ;  but  I  pass  that  by  as  a  matter  of  trifling  im- 
portance.    I  recognise  the  full  right  of  the  Catholic  clergy  to 
address  their  congregations,  to  tell  them  that  one  man  is  for  the 
t  country,  that  another  man  is  against  the  country ;  nay  more,  I 
'   would  not  hold  a  very  hard  and  fast  line  as  to  language  which  in 
excited  times  may  be  used  by  Catholic  ecclesiastics  or  by  civilians. 
They  may  be  impatient  and  zealous  and  wrathful,  provided  they 
do  not  surpass  the  bounds  of  what  is  known  to  be  legitimate 
influence." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

*' I    have  carefully  considered  the  question,  and  I  think  that  Costa. 
various  circumstances  in  the  case  amply  justified  a  petition  against 
both  the  Respondents.     I  therefore  direct  that  all  parties  should 
pay  tbeir  own  costs." 
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large  expenditure  of  Respondent,  evidence  of 95 

evidence  of,  in  treating  must  be  dearly  made  out  ....    58 
existence  of,  question  not  reservable  for  Court 298 

COEEUPT  PAYMENT 

of  illegal  expenses  at  previous  election 97 

of  rates    .    .   ' 63,  164,  189 

COEEUPT  PEACTICE, 

insufficient  statement  of  expenses,  evidence  of      ...    20,  32 
may  be  proved  before  agency 13 
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PAOl 

COEEUPT  PEACTIOE— ttw/mucrf. 

following  npon  arrangement  made  between  candidates   282, 285 

when  supplying  refreshments  to  voters  is 91 

how  far  employment  of  watchers  is 20, 140,  246 

employment  of  voters,  when 79,  101, 128, 129 

what  payments  to  voters  are 79,  90, 101, 141 

payment  of  expenses  of  joint-candidate,  if  to  bay  influence .   97 

agent  instigating  personation 105 

lavish  household  expenditure  not»  unless  colourable     .    .  .  218 

COEEUPT  PEOMISE.— See  Fromiae. 

COEEUPTION, 

general  effect  of,  on  election 15, 147, 234 

"  notorious  and  systematic,"  allegation  of 201 

COEEUPTLT, 

meaning  of  word  in  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  4 

19,  36,  89,  58,  73,  195,  242, 265 
use  of  word  in  31  &  82  Vict.  c.  102,  s,  49    .    .    .    .      63, 164 

COSTS 

'    followed  the  event 

7,  84,  40,  61,  65,  74,  88,  116,  126,  182,  150, 166, 173, 
180, 187,  209,  210,  212,  221,  227,  244,  251, 259, 

273,  285,  290,  302 
where  petition  succeeded,  recriminatory  case  failed, 

scrutiny  abandoned H 

each  party  to  pay  their  own 

15,  21,  45,  56,  88,  96,  111,  142,  216,  234,  268,  268,  279, 

298,  807 

where  not  applied  for 29 

as  to  scrutiny 

where  unsuccessftd 21,166,173,216 

successful 180 

constituency  large  and  majority  small   ...  216 

wherecrosspetitions,  and  both  successful 234 

time  wasted  through  bad  preparation  of  case    .    .    •    ^^ 

particulars  recklessly  inaccurate 295 

particulars  unsupported  by  any  proof 1^^ 

inquiry  invited  by  treating  after  election     .    ...  265 
circumstances  justify  petition  .     15,  44,  56,  96, 111>  807 

petition  not  frivolous  and  vexatious 263 

inquiry  unnecessarily  long ^^ 


• 
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PAGS 

TB—eanitmied. 

where  substantial  Petitioner  guilty  of  illegal  practices    .    .  298 

Petitioner's  case  experimental 193 

personal  charge  against  Respondent  not  proved  66,  88,  205 

effect  on,  of  employing  scheduled  person 244 

of  employment  of  mob 88 

of  employment  of  Yoters  who  had  pro- 
mised support 277, 279 

of  misconduct  of  Respondents'  agents  88,  216,  268,  279 
of  non-compliance  with  order  for  particulars     .    .127 

of  returning  officer  made  respondent 45 

of  point  reserved,  follow  event 299 

of  adjournment  through  insufficiency  of  particulars    .    .    .127 
judge  not  bound  to  state  his  reasons  for  order  as  to  .    .    .    56 

public  interest  to  be  considered  in  question  of Ill 

payment  of,  not  a  punishment 209 

arrangement  as  to,  between  parties 245 

apportionment  of,  in  proof  of  objectionable  proceedings  .    .  279 

D. 

.P  AND  DUMB  ASTI.UM, 

child  of  voter  maintained  at,  effect  on  vote     .....    160 

IT, 

payment  of,  for  voter,  to  release  him  from  custody    .     .     .    275 

CRETION  OF  JUDGE.— See  Judf/e. 

MISSAL  OF  WORKMEN.— See  Intimidation,  Injfiievce. 

QUALIFICATION  OF  VOTER.— See  Voter. 

:;UMENT, 

what,  notice  to  produce  includes      .    .    .    .    .    .     »     »    »  93 

canvassing  returns  separate 93 

refusal  to  produce,  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  125,  s.  32 5 

notice  to  produce,  if  not  in  possession  of  parties  to  petition  32 

tJNKENNESS 

of  women,  evidence  of  general  state  of  riot     .    .    »    .    86,  136 

general  effect  of 85 

general,  time  of  with  reference  to  election,  important  ...    85 


J 
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R 

ELECTION, 

effect  on,  of  confasion  at  polling-booth 43 

of  irregnlarities  as  to  polling  places 249 

of  corrupt  payment  made  after 136 

of  general  bribery  at    .  15,  40,  85,  115,  147,  234,  257 

what  intimidation  avoids 72 

how  avoided  by  rioting 234 

allegation  as  to  irregnlarities  at 42 

not  to  be  lightly  set  aside 28, 44,  279,  302 

connection  between  municipal  and  parliamentary    150,  199,  226 


ELECTION  EXPENSES, 

nominal  agent  for,  personal  liability  of  candidate     .     .     .     288 

insufficient  return  of,  effect  of  as  to  costs 299 

enormous,  evidence  of  corrupt  intention      ......       95 

payment  of,  by  one  candidate  for  another 97 

what  items  should  be  included  in  return  of 131 

what  is  insufficient  return  of 32 

insufficient  return  of,  primd  facie  evidence    of 

corrupt  practices 20, 32 

of  candidate,  subscription  to  defray 104,  285 


EMPLOYMENT 
of  voter 

when  illegal 78,  91,  128 

how  far  allowable 101, 129,  277 

colourable,  bribery 78,  91^  130 

after  vote  promised 227 

distinguished  from  authority 8  278 

to  canvass,  distinguished  from  authority  to  canvass  .    .    •         3 

of  watchers 20  294 

of  private  persons  to  keep  the  peace 78,  140,  246 

of  roughs 14Q 

of  son  of  voter,  when  corrupt 223 

of  assistant  for  voter,  if  voter  reimbursed 224 

of  cabman,  if  a  voter,  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  11  .  .  .  225 
of  scheduled  persons.  Pari.  El.  Act,  1868,  s.  44  .  .  .  .  238 
at  election,  of  printer  delivering  messages 170 
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PAOB 

EVIDENCE, 

admissibility  of 

conyersation  between  hnsband  and  wife    .    22,  113,  208 

directions  given  by  agent 210 

statement 

made  by  agent,  before  election    .    .    .     207,210 

by  agent  after  election 118 

by  voter  to  third  person     ....    5,  208 
by  publican  as  to  beer  ordered    .    .     .114 

by  deceased  person 276 

in  the  presence  of  agent 23 

previous,  of  witness 17 

previous,  of   witness,    in  writing, 

C.  L.  P.  Act,  1854,  s.  22 63 

of  corrupt  acts  done  after  election 222 

what,  under  allegation  of  undue  influence  .    .      64,  136 

conversation  after  close  of  poll 114 

bill  sent  in  by  publican  to  Bespondent^  although 

disputed 31 

banking  account  of  Respondent's  committee      .    .    136 

private  banking  account  of  agent 76 

reports  of  canvassers  as  to  their  canvass  ....  206 
number  of  promises  made  to  canvasser  ....  94 
of  intention  to  pay  bribes  after  petition  tried     .     .    305 

what,  before  agency  proved 301 

as  to  matters  bearing  on  scrutiny,  when  .  .  .  .  5,  48 
promissory  note,  unstamped       ........    6 

treating  in  Respondent's  presence 17 

gossip,  in  case  of  scrutiny 48 

illegal  questions,  to  test  credit  of  witness  ....     287 

as  to  position  of  polling  booth 248 

of  agency,  what  constitutes,  discussed 17 

of  agency,  before  corrupt  practices  proved,  not  necessary  13,  14 
of  corrupt  intention  in  treating,  extent  and  amount 

to  be  considered ....  19,  58,  95 

of  agent's  privity  to  corrupt  practices 20 

of  Respondent's  personal  guilt 21,288 

of  marriage  of  voter,  reputation  sufficient 172 

of  treating,  how  far  Respondent's  presence  at  is  ....  24 
in  case  of  offer  to  bribe,  must  be  strong  ....  64, 107,  168 
of  offer  to  bribe,  general  conversation  insufficient  .    .    .    .168 

of  publican,  when  necessary  to  prove  treating 83 

of  joint  candidature,  what  constitutes 82 
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EVIDENCE— «mfont^. 

of  general  rioting,  under  what  allegation  to  be  giyen  .  64,  136 
of  general  riot,  how  far  drunkenness  of  women  is   .    .    .     .136 

of  corrupt  payment  of  rates,  what  required 189 

of  intimidation,  dismissal  of  senrant,  when  it  is     ....  203 

of  isolated  c^es  of  bribery,  must  be  clear 218 

of  corrupt  intention,  excessiye  charity .230 

of  general  intimidation,  onus  of  proof  as  to  effect 

on  constituency      .264 

of  adverse  witness 31, 104r,  114 

of  spies  and  informers,  value  of -  233 

should  be  clear  to  avoid  election  .     .    .28,  44, 95,  192,  278,  301 

of  bribery  by  agent  should  be  clear 95, 192,  218 

what  required  in  case  of  corrupt  promise 27 

how  limited  by  particulars  delivered  38,  104,  143,  146,  207,  248 

against  returning  oflScer 43,  77, 248,  249 

to  exculpate  Petitioner,  if  no  recriminatory  case  ....  19^ 
from  Respondent's  case  to  supplement  Petitioner's  case  .  •  ^^ 
of  witness  unable  to  attend  in  court,  how  to  be  taken     .    .     ^"^ 

as  to  matters  collateral  to  the  issue 232,  239 

as  to  previous  election 23^ 

marshalling  of,  as  to  treating ^^ 

House  of  Commons  Journal,  use  of,  as ^^ 

reports  of  Election  Commissioners,  how  considered    .    .    .      ^^ 

canvassing  books  how  far 93,  20G 

large  expenditure,  primd/a<?2€,  of  corrupt  intention    ...       ^^ 

as  to  vote  alleged  to  be  wrongly  recorded 1 G^ 

telegrams,  not  privileged  from  being  used  as     .     .  104, 114,  ^  ' 
if  tending  to  criminate  witness,  when  indemnity 


to  be  given 147,  ^^ 

principles  to  be  applied  to  circumstantial ^ 

EXPENDITURE, 

lavish  house 

of  Respondent,  where  great,  evidence  against  him  .    .    .32,  ^ 


lavish  household,  how  far  illegal 2. 


EXPENSES 

of  witness,  not  subpoenaed 49 

payment  of  funeral,  equivalent  to  parochial  relief    .     .161,171 
colourable  payment  of,  for  registration  of  voters     ....  181 

EXPRESS  DECISION.— See  Bmsing  Barrister. 
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PAOE 

p. 

rouRS 

prohibited  by  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  a.  7 246 

lUD, 

what  sufficient  to  avoid  election 105 

SEMAN, 

payment  for  admission  of,  when  not  corrupt 145 

JERAL  EXPENSES, 

parochial  relief  in  the  form  of,  to  master  of  honse,  effect 

on  vote 171, 161 

rURE  ELECTION, 

treating  with  a  view  to 243 


0. 

T, 

colourable  charity 2,  294 

not  evidence,  except  on  scrutiny 48 

iNDCHILD 

of  voter,  parochial  relief  to,  effect  on  vote 160 


H. 

SPITALITY 

not  necessarily  corrupt  treating 4 

not  forbidden  by  common  law 25 

how  far  forbidden  by  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102 25 


I. 

WTITY 

of  voter,  question  on  scrutiny 153 
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INDEMNITY  TO  WITNESS.— See  Witness. 

INFLUENCE.— See  also  Intimidation. 

use  of,  not  necessarily  corrupt 6,173 

abuse  of 28 

insensible,  corrupt  use  of 28 

due  and  undue 40 

undue,  vitiates  election  at  conunon  law 40 

undue,  what  is,  under  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  5 

25,  240,  246,  305 
undue,  what  evidence  of  to  be  given  under  17  &  18 

Vict.  c.  102,  s.  5 64 

undue,  effect  of  on  election,  discussed 240 

of  clergy,  when  not  undue 305 

of  clergy,  spiritual 305 

all,  not  necessarily  corrupt 27 

purchase  of,  bribery 98 

INFORMER, 

value  of  evidence  given  by 233 

INQUIRY 

quasi  criminal 6 

judicial  not  inquisitorial 6, 48,  227 

not  to  be  stifled  by  insufficient  particulars     .     .     .  72,  248,  264 
bona  fides  of  Respondent  should  be  first  subject  of .  95,  192,  209 

how  far  analogous  to  a  civil  action 10 

as  to  serious  case  if  opened,  but  not  in  particulars      .     .     .  131 

INQUISITORIAL.— See  Inquiry. 

INTIMIDATION.— See  also  Influence. 

by  threat  or  infliction  of  loss — misdemeanour,  what 

amounts  to 242 

threat  of  loss,  loss  must  not  be  too  remote 242 

threat  to  dismiss  workpien 50,161 

dismissing  servants  or  workmen  on  political  grounds 

60,  203,  241 

dismissal  of  workmen  on  mixed  grounds 204,241 

threatening  to  give  up  pew .  168 

turning  out  tenant 241 

by  rioting,  what  amount  of  avoids  election 72, 246 

by  Catholic  priests 306 
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rNTIMIDATION-^c^^mi^^. 

by  agent,  effect  on  election 240 

attempt  at  by  agent,  effect  on  election 173 

single  act  of,  by  agent  avoids  election 52, 173,  240 

effect  of  act  of,  after  election 223 

general,  effect  of,  on  election  ....     40,  229,  234,  254,  257 
effect  0^  where  respondent  polled  majority 

of  constituency 254 

not  within  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  5   .    .     .    .64,  136 
organised  system  o^  not  traceable  to  candidate    ....  257 

vote  of  person  using,  invalidated 161,168 

onus  of  proof  as  to  effect  produced  by 255 


J. 


JOINT  CANDIDATURE 

evidence  of,  joint  attention  to  register 82 

effect  of 113,240 

effect  on  one  candidate  of  proof  of  personal  bribery 

by  the  other 240 


JUDGE, 

oath  of,  illustration  from,  as  to  treating 124 

duty  of,  as  to  calling  witness  under  Parliamentary 

Elections  Act,  1868,  s.  32 5, 23, 48, 49 

to  facilitate  investigation  of  cases 265 

to  see  how  Respondent's  case  supplies  gaps 

in  Petitioner's 86 

as  to  serious  case  not  in  particulars 131 

voter  reported  by,  under  ParliamenMry  Elections 

Act,  1868,  s.  45,  effect  on  vote 175 

duties  of,  not  inquisitorial 6,  48,  227 

consent  of,  required  to  withdraw  petition 215, 245 

discretion  of,  to  admit  evidence  of  bribery  before  agency    .      14 

to  determine  who  is  adverse  witness 31 

when  to  call  Petitioner,  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,s.32  48 
may  correct  clerical  error  in  poll-book 154 


z 
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PAOI 

LAND  AGENT.— See  Agent. 

LANDLORD.— See  Agency. 

LEADING  QUESTION, 

when  to  be  put  to  own  witness 17,  81 

LIABILITY  OP  CANDIDATE.— See  Agent. 

LOAN 

by  relieving  oflScer  to  voter,  effect  on  vote 161 


M. 

MANSFIELD,  LORD, 

opinion  of,  as  to  travelling  expenses 278 

MARRIAGE. 

proof  of,  by  reputation 172 

MAXIMS  AND  SAYINGS 

inter  apices  juris  summa  injuria 20 

non    debet  adduci  exceptio  ejusdem  rei    cujus 

petitur  dissolutio ...  54 

as  to  puffing  goods 129 

de  minimis  non  curat  lex 242 

non  coronabitur  qui  non  legitime  certaverit 202 

Selden's  Table  Talk  on  Equity 130 

MAYOR. — See  Returning  Officer. 

MEDICAL  RELIEF 

to  child  over  16,  effect  on  vote 177 

for  voter's  child,  effect  on  vote I^q 

ordered  by  police  authorities,  effect  on  vote i^q 

to  child  without  knowledge  of  voter,  effect  on  vote    .     .     .  175 

MESSAGE 

to  come  and  vote,  construction  of * ,     ,    1Q5 
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MESSENGER  "^^^ 

card,  authority  to  canvass 2 

agency  of 2,  72,  119,  278 

vote  of,  when  to  be  struck  off 170 

cabman  not,  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  11 225 

vote  of  printer  employed  as 170 

MINOR'S  VOTE 

not  to  be  struck  off  unless  after  objection  before  reviser  .    .    159 

MISDESCRIPTION.— See  MistakB. 

MISNOMER.— See  Uistdke. 

MISTAKE 

in  particulars,  amendment  of 76,  275 

in  register,  effect  on  vote 152, 153 

clerical  in  poll  book  corrected  by  judge 154 

of  revising  barrister,  voter  struck  off  by,  effect  on  vote  .    .    156 
of  poll-clerk  in  recording  vote,  how  dealt  with      .    .    .    .     162 
in  tender  of  vote,  may  be  corrected  before  voting  completed  163 
as  to  qualification  of  voter,  when  it  can  be  enter- 
tained by  judge 155 

MUNICIPAL  ELECTION 

bearing  of,  on  parliamentary 150,199,226 


N. 


NATURE  OF  INQUIRY.— See  Inquiry. 

NON-RESIDENCE 

disqualification  by,  6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  79 14,  157 

before  or  after  July  31 169 

what  cases  may  be  gone  into  by  election  judge     ....     107 
primd  facie  case  of,  not  rebutted,  effect  on  vote    ....    157 

NOTICE 

of  rates  in  arrear,  when  to  be  given 158 

to  produce 

documents  in  possession  of  parties  to  the  petition    .    .  32 

what  documents  it  includes 93 

s  2 
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NOTICE— <:(w/mt^^. 

of  objection  before  revising  barrister 

if  not  served  on  voter,  effect  on  vote  where 

voter's  name  struck  off 156 

if  withdrawn,  not  an  express  decision 156 

objector's  place  of  abode,  how  to  be  stated  in      .     .     177 
where  express  decision  as  to  one,  is  express 

decision  as  to  others  of  same  kind  ....     177 


0. 

OBJECTION.— See  Notice;  B&vismg  Barrister. 

OBJECTIONABLE  PROCEEDING 

hiring  carriages 192 

hiring  roughs "  .     .  140, 192 

treating  persons  attending  registration  courts 220 

persons,  without  corrupt  intention 244 

committee-men 39,87 

organising  canvass  at  public-houses 86,  192 

candidate  having  score  at  public-bouse 60,  86 

persons  employed  by  candidate  voting    .......    279 

not  to  return  expenses  under  26  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  2  .     .     .     .    299 

candidate  ingratiating  himself  by  profuse  expenditure  .     .        4 

effect  of,  if  repeated  at  future  election 192 

aflFects  question  of  costs,  though  election  not  avoided  .     .  265, 279 


» 


OBJECTOR  GENERAL 

before  revising  barrister 189 

ODD  FELLOWS  SOCIETY 

benevolent,  not  political ,     .     .        3 

OFFER  TO  BRIBE 

as  bad  as  actual  payment  of  bribe 107 

evidence  of,  must  be  clear 64,168 

general  conversation,  insufficient  evidence  of 168 

ORANGE  LODGE, 

subscription  to,  not  a  corrupt  payment 282 

ORDER 

to  compel  attendance  of  witness,  when  made 8 

if  out  of  jurisdiction      ,     .  287 
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R 
PAID  CANVASSERS.— See  Canvasser. 

PAIB, 

vote  given  after  promise  to 169 

PARLIAMENTARY  COMMITTEE.— See  Committee. 

PAROCHIAL  RELIEF 

in  form  of  medical  relief 160,176,177 

to  grandchild  of  voter 160 

to  reputed  wife,  after  adultery 172 

to  children  of  wife,  after  adultery 172 

to  parents  of  voter 159 

by  payment  of  funeral  expenses 161,171 

whether  loan  by  relieving  oflBcer  is 161 

receipt  of,  by  voter  after  election 159 

before  July  31 171 

after  July  31 171 

after  July  31  and  after  registration 159 

PARTICULARS 

if  name  of  treated  persons  not  in,  case  how  dealt  with  .    .    207 
if  name  of  bribed  person  not  in,  case  how  dealt  with 

16,  195,  ^2,  248 

insufficiency  of,  not  to  stifle  inquiry 72,  248, 264 

adjournment  in  consequence  of     ....     127 

effect  on  question  of  costs 127,196 

mistake  in,  how  dealt  with 76,  275 

addition  to,  allowed,  where  Respondent  personally  affected     119 
when  allowed  during  trial     .  63,  119,  189,  271,  275 

where  facts  recently  ascertained 264 

allowed,  unless  information  wilftilly  kept  back     271 
allowed,  where  omission  by  ifiistake   ....    275 

in  case  of  bribery  by  agent 119 

on  ground  of  public  policy 119 

case  if  not  in,  time  to  be  given  for  inquiry 72, 104 

case  if  not  in,  when  to  be  inquired  into  by  judge  .  .  .  .  131 
effect  of,  in  limitmg  evidence  .  .  38,  104,  143,  146,  207,  248 
evidence  of  general  corruption  not  limited  by  .  .  .  143, 146 
non-delivery  of,  in  time,  effect  of 212, 214 


^ 
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PAETICULARS— «m/mM^. 

where  recklessly  inaccurate,  eflTect  on  costs 295 

object  of  rales  relating  to 37, 196 

intention  of  order  for 117,295 

under  order  for,  what  to  be  given 38, 117, 207 

PARTIES  .TO  PETITION, 

notice  to  produce  document  in  possession  of 32 

when  returning  oflScer  should  be  included 77 

PASTURE  MASTER 

corrapt  practices  in  relation  to 148 

PAYMENT 

of  trarelling  expenses 28,109,167,214,273 

corrapt,  of  rates,  express  authority  for  must  be  proved  63, 164, 189 

to  voters,  legality  of 79,  90, 101,  141 

to  canvassers,  when  not  illegal 32, 101 

by  agent,  made  after  warning  that  it  may  be  spent 

in  corruption 282 

of  expenses  of  joint  candidate,  when  allowable     ....      97 
to  secure  retura,  arrangements  between  candidates  as  to     .    282 

for  purchase  of  influence 32,  97 

of  subscription  for  candidate 104,285 

*by  agent,  after  election  is  over,  effect  on  election      .     .     .     136 

made  long  before  election,  effect  of 145 

of  wages  to  voter,  effect  of 142,162 

colourable,  of  registration  expenses  of  voters  .     .     .     .181,219 

to  son  of  voter,  effect  on  vote 223 

to  voter  for  expenses  for  employment  of  assistant      .     .     .     224 

of  subscription  to  Orange  Lodge 2^2 

over,  to  agents,  not  bribery,  Ireland 296 

illegal,  for  conveyance  of  voters,  effect  of,  30  &;  31 

Vict.  c.  102,  s.  36 134,  192 

for  refreshments  ordered,  but  countermanded,  not  corrupt      141 

for  admission  of  freemen,  when  not  corrupt 145 

of  rates,  after  change  of  residence,  what  necessary     .     .     .     153 
of  debt  of  voter,  to  release  him  from  sheriff's  cus- 
tody, bribery    275 

by  candidate  for  election  expenses,  where  expense 

agent  nominal 288 

of  bribes,  after  hearing  of  petition,  effect  of 304 


• 
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PAOS 

PERSONATION 

cases  of 152 

instigation  to  by  agent,  effect  on  election 105 

PETITION.— See  Allegation.    Parties  to  Petition. 

amendment  of  at  hearing 295 

presentation  of  fresh,  under  Parliamentary  Elec- 
tions Act,  1868,  s.  6  (2) 305 

withdrawal  of 215,  245 

inquiry  upon,  quasi  criminal 6 

PETITIONER, 

necessity  to  call  as  a  witness 48 

capacity  to  be,  if  guilty  of  bribery 291 

eyidence  to  exculpate,  when  admissible 199 

where  unsuccessful  candidate  is  actually,  effect  on  costs  .    .  298 

ft 

PEW 

threat  to  give  up,  when  intimidation 168 

POLITICAL  ASSOCIATION, 

responsibility  of  candidate  for 91,181,189,200 

partnership  relation  between  members  of 189 

circular  issued  by,  agency 200 

Odd  Fellows  not 3 

adoption  of,  by  candidate  as  agent 200 

in  place  of  committee 200 

subscription  by  candidate  to,  not  necessarily  corrupt      .    .  282 

POLL, 

what  required  to  constitute  agency  after  close  of     ...    .  136 

close  of,  terminates  ordinary  agency 136,208 

irregularities  relating  to,  effect  of 43,  249 

statements  made  after  close  of,  when  evidence    .    .    .  114,  118 

POLL  BOOK, 

clerical  error  in,  corrected  by  judge 154 

misnomer  in,  effect  on  rote 152,  153 

name  twice  entered  in,  effect 156 

POLLING-BOOTH, 

vote  given  at  wrong 163 

illegid  position  of,  special  allegation  as  to  necessary     .    .    .  248 

irregularities  as  to,  effect  on  election 249 

confusion  at,  effect  on  election 43 


332  INDEX, 

POLL-CLERK, 

Yote  to  be  tendered  to 43 

mistake  of,  rectified  at  scrntiny 162, 1  63 

mistake  of,  as  to  rote,  effect 1  -63 

duties  of 43,  46 

POOR, 

distribution  of  money  to,  before  election,  when  bribery    .    .  2"     "594 

PREVIOUS  ELECTION, 

privilege  of  solicitor  as  to  questions  relating  to 2z^  'SI 

responsibility  of  candidate  for  corrupt  act  of  agent  at .    •    .2-  ^33 

corrupt  payment  of  illegal  expenses  of 97 

indemnity  to  witness  does  not  apply  to 231,  2-  87 

PRIVATE  PERSON, 

employment  of,  to  keep  the  peace 78,  2 ^6 

PRIVILEGE, 

telegrams  not  subject  of 1«^04 

solicitor's,  as  to  facts  relating  to  previous  election  ....  2S^^1 

matters  collateral  to  enquiry 2^^^ 

PROCEDURE, 

as  to  production  of  document  called  for ^ 

as  to  judge  calling  witnesses  under  Pari.  El.  Act, 

1868,  s.  32 5,23,48,^^^ 

in  scrutiny 2£^^ 

recriminatory  case  to  be  taken  before  scrutiny 2^^^^ 

as  to  withdrawal  of  petition 215,  2^^^^ 

as  to  presenting  petition  after  lapse  of  21  days,  Pari. 

El.  Act,  1868,  s.  6  (2)] 223,  SOC^^ 

as  to  amendment  of  petition  during  hearing 29^^^ 

as  to  unseating  member  upon  scrutiny 215,  22^^^^ 

in  Scotland 24^^^ 

where  two  petitions 28^^^^ 

as  to  closing  case  of  bribery,  before  intimidation  gone  into  .  80^^^ 

as  to  recriminatory  case,  where  seat  not  claimed 191^=^^ 

as  to  postponing  case  not  mentioned  in  particulars  ....  ICT-^^^ 
principle  on  which  inquiry  should  be  conducted      .    .192,  2C — -^^ 

onus  on  Petitioner  of  calling  alleged  bribee m    ^^ 

as  to  change  of  venue S«^*<^ 
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PAQI 

EDUCTION  OF  DOCUMENT, 

effect  of  refosing,  where  called  for 5 

what  documents  required,  under  notice  to  produce  ....    93 

telegrams 104,  114, 271 

canvass  book 168 

where  document  not  in' possession  of  parties  to  petition  .    .  32 

>MISE 

of  wages,  bribery 66 

of  refreshments  infuturo,  bribery 124 

of  work  to  voter,  not  necessarily  corrupt 128 

corrupt,  proof  of  must  be  clear 27 

corrupt,  defined 173 

►MISSORY  NOTE 

may  be  used  in  evidence,  though  unstamped 6 

^LICAN 

when  should  be  called  to  prove  treating 83 

supplying  refreshments  without  authority,  effect  of .    .     .    .88 

JLIC-HOUSE, 

imprudent  for  candidate  to  have  score  at 60 

canvass  organized  at,  why  a  dangerous  practice 86 

holding  committees  at,  objectionable 192 

presence  of  Respondent  at,  how  far  evidence  of  treating  .    .    24 

TING, 

by  agent  of  candidate,  not  corrupt 129,168 


Q. 

JEN'S  PRINTER, 

copy  by,  of  proceedings,  evidence 92 

]STIONS  TO  BE  RESERVED, 

only  of  law,  Pari.  El.  Act,  1868,  s.  12 298 

R. 

law  of  agency  illustrated  from 55,  81, 107,  202 


A 
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BATES, 

cornipt  payment  of 6S,  1^  189 

what  to  be  paid,  after  change  of  residence 158 

in  arrear,  notice  to  pay,  when  to  be  given 158 

RATIFICATION, 

agency  created  by 78 

EECRIMINATORT  CASE, 

not  to  be  gone  into,  if  seat  not  claimed 199 

procedure  as  to,  where  scrutiny 2U 

success  of,  after  failure  of  principal  case,  no  bar  to  scrutiny  .  225 

REFRESHMENTS, 

to  persons  engaged  in  election 39,  91 

to  committee-men,  when  treating 39,  87 

promise  of  infuturoy  equiyalent  to  bribe 124 

when  bribery  to  give 125 

supplying,  for  persons  attending  registration  court .  •  .  .  220 
ordered,  but  countermanded,  payment  for,  not  corrupt  .  .141 
promise  to  re-pay  after  election,  expenses  for,  bribery  .    .    .  218   - 

REGISTER, 

when  it  may  be  opened 170^ 

assistance  to  persons  to  be  put  upon,  when  corrupt.     .    .    .21^ 

REGISTRAR, 

examination  of  witness  before 57 

REGISTRATION, 

joint  attention  to  by  candidates,  effect  of d>2 

colourable  payment  of  voter's  expenses  for     ....  181,219 

objector-general  at 189 

treating  at  time  of 220 

residence  after,  of  persons  enfranchised  by  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  102  157 
residence  of  voter  broken  after 174 

REGUL^  GENERALES, 

object  of  Rule  7 *. 37 

intention  of,  as  to  particulars 118 

BELIE  F.— See  Parochial  Belief.    Medical  Belief. 


INDEX.  335 
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ItELIEVING  OFFICER, 

loan  by,  to  voter,  efTect  on  rote 161 

IKEPORT, 

of  judge,  as  to  voters  bribed,  eflEect  on  their  rotes  .    .    .    .175 

31EPUDIATI0N.— See  Agmt 

:residence  of  voter, 

partly  in  and  partly  out  of  boundary 158 

occasional 158, 170, 171, 175 

sufficiency  of,  where  wife  resides 171 

BuflBciency  of 170,  171 

before  and  after  July  31 169 

what  qualifies  to  vote 14,  108 

broken  after  registration 174 

persons  enfranchised  by  80  iS:  31  Vict.  c.  102,  after  regis- 
tration   157 

where  change  of,  whaft  rates  must  be  paid 158 

RESPONDENT, 

evidence  of  personal  guilt  of 21,  288 

duty  of,  to  return  election  expenses,  under  26  Vict.  c.  29, 

s.  4 21 

presence  of,  evidence  against,  as  to  knowledge  of  treating   17, 24, 26 

when  witness,  may  make  any  statement 77 

&(>miy?(7(e«  of,  subject  of  inquiry 95,192,209 

expenditure  of,  evidcDce  against 32, 95 

repudiation  of  agent  by 183 

testing  credit  of 287 

personal  bribery  by,  where  no  expense  agent 288 

returning  officer  may  be 42 

when  returning  officer  should  be  made 77 

privity  of,  to  make  agency  after  election 140 

questioned  as  to  previous  election 287 

RETAINER 

to  act  as  agent,  not  bribery 289 

RETURNING  OFFICER, 

may  be  Respondent,  under  Pari.  El.  Act,  1868|  s.  51  .    .    .42 
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RETURNING  OFFICEBr-conHnued. 

should  be  made  a  party  to  petition,  if  his  conduct  com- 
plained of 77 

assisted  by  town  clerk  in  Scotland 248 

contrayening  statutory  provisions,  effect  on  election    .    .     .  249 

REVISING  BARRISTER, 

where  no  express  decision  of,  case  how 

dealt  with 107, 154, 155, 156,  170 

objection  which  could  not  have  been  taken  before,  how  dealt 

with 107 

duty  of,  with  reference  to  cases  of  non-residence     .    .    .    .108 

mistake  of,  how  dealt  with  by  judge 156 

notice  of  objection  before,  if  not  served 156 

effect  of  withdrawal  of  .    .    .    .156 

sufficiency  of 177 

what  is,  express  decision  of,  within  6  Vict. 

c.  18,  s.  98 155, 156, 157, 177 

express  decision  of,  reversed 177 

where  no  objection  taken  before,  effect  on  case   .    .    .  107,  155 
if  one  objection  taken  before,  others  may  be  raised  before 

judge 155 

express  decision  of,  in  cases  of  non-residence 107 

what  objections  must  be  raised  before 154 

objection  before,  as  to  minor,  alien,  and  women 159 

RIOTING, 

when  avoids  election 140,  234,  246 

allegation  as  to,  in  petition 64,  140,  245 

ROUGHS, 

hiring  of,  to  be  reprobated 140,  192 


S. 

SCHEDULED  PERSON, 

employment  of,  as  agent.  Pari.  El.  Act,  1868,  s.  44    .    .    .  238 

SCRUTINY.— See  also  Vote,  Voter. 
evidence  admissible  upon 

voter's  own  statement  that  he  was  bribed     •    •  5,  208 
gossip 49 
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SCRUTINY— cantmuBd. 

qnestion  to  be  decided  by 186,  215, 225 

what  cases  may  be  gone  into  upon 154,  155,  156 

procedure  as  to 151,  287 

SELDEISPS  TABLE  TALK 

quoted 186 

SHERIFF.— See  Returning  Officer. 

SLEEPING 

occasional,  not  sufiBicient  residence 158 

SOLICITOR, 

privilege  of,  as  to  answering  questions 231 

SPY, 

yalue  of  evidence  of 233 

STATUTES. 

35  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  B.  19 297,  298 

1  <&  2  Geo.  4,  c.  58,  s.  6 295 

Bch 296 

4  0^0.  4,  c.  55,  B.  79 297 

2  Will.  4,  c.  45. 

8.27 108 

s.  32 108 

s.  65 46 

s.  68 163 

2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  65,  B.  27 249 

4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76 

8.  56 160,  172 

8.58 161 

6  Vict.  c.  18. 

s.  17 177 

8.  79 14,  29,  107,  108,  109,  157 

8.  98 107,  155,  157,  170,  177,  178 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  57 236 

16  &  17  Vict.  c.  28,  8.  4 248 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  34,  8.  1 287 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125. 

8.22 63 

8. 24 63 


DXiij.  u  xniO — connnuea, 

17  &  18  Vict.  C.  102 

B.1 297 

&  2  generally 

28,  32,  36,  90,  102,  103,  121,  129,  130, 
134,  146,  190,  214,  220,  273, 278,  282,  801 
8.  2  (1) 

1,  10,  56,  66,  67,  109,  110,  124,  261, 267, 284 

8.  2  (2) 52,  56,  65,  110, 183,  267 

8.  2  (3) 97,  100,  104,  294 

8.2(5) 101,137,284 

8.3 102,121,301 

8.  3  (1) 184 

8.4 

19,  24,  33,  36,  39,  58,  72,  83,  121,  122, 
123,  124,  125,  195,  242,  243,  265, 
266,  268,  269,  292,  293 
8.  5 

25,  50,  51,  52,  54,  62,  64, 136, 168, 170, 

198,  203,  223,  240,  246 

8.7 246 

8.  23 

24,  58,  83,  122,  123, 124, 125, 265, 266, 

269,  297 
8.36 

1,  25,  26,  27,  52,  53,  68,  83,  119,  120, 

121,  122, 136,  201, 

8.38 15,292 

19  &  20  Vict  c.  69 

8.  9 175 

21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87 

8. 1 28,  29,  109,  110, 134,  185 

8.  3 292,  293 

26  Vict  c.  29 

8.2 288 

8.  4 20,  21,  30,  32,  33,  131,  299 

8.7 147,231,801 

30  &  31  Vict  c.  102 

8.  3 157 

.     .     .     .129,223,224,225 


0, 
6 
6 


6. 
>7 


#2 

"5 

5 


5 
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STATUTES— continued, 

80  &  81  Vict  c.  102 

s.  49 63,64,164,190 

81  &  32  Vict.  c.  48 249 

81  &  82  Vict.  c.  49 

8.8 278,279,289 

8. 12 278 

81  &  82  Vict.  c.  102 

8.  6 249 

81  &  82  Vict.  c.  135 

8.6(2) 223,296,305 

8.  11 53 

8.  12 298 

8.  17 14 

8.26 79 

8.32 5,48,49 

8.41 7,197,268,279 

8.  43 12, 27,  68, 137,  279 

8.44 121 

8.  45 68,  176,  279 

8.  46 12,  137 

8.  53 12,  215 

8.56 7 


SUBPGSNA.— See  Witness. 

SUBSCRIPTION, 

to  chapel 49 

to  Orange  lodge 282 

to  defray  candidate'8  expenses,  not  illegal 104,  285 


TELEGRAMS.— See  Evidence. 


TENDER  OF  VOTE.— See  Vote. 


TENTERDEN,  LORD, 

decision  of 27 
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TOWN-CLERK, 

may  assist  retnming-officer  in  election  (Scotland)   .    .    .    .  ^  ^4r8 

TRAVELLING  EXPENSES, 

payment  of,  illegal  by  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87,  b.  1  ;  30  & 

31  Vict.  c.  102,  8.  36 28, L  O^ 

payment  of,  prohibited  by  Representation  of  People  (Ire- 
land) Act,  1868,  8. 12 2^  "Sr  3 

illegal  at  common  law  to  pay 2  "7^3 

Lord  Mansfield,  asto S  *7"3 

of  non*  resident  voters,  payment  of I^  O  9 

to  induce  voters  to  poll  early 214 

after  poll,  when  not  bribery 1  CI 


TEEATDfG, 

jvoviding  wine.  Odd  Fellows'  dinner 3 

Bespondent's  {H^esence  evidence  of  complicity  with     .  17,  24,      26 
corrupt  intention  mnst  be  made  out 

19,  26,  50,  58,  73,  83,  125,  ^  20 

large  supply  of  refreshments,  evidence  of 33 

extent  and  amount  of,  to  be  considered 19,  24^    ^^ 

amount  immaterial,  if  corrupt  intention  dear    ....    50,     ^  ^ 

candidate  having  score  at  public  house,  not 60,      ^^ 

illustrated  by  case 33,59,73,^^^ 

questions  to  be  asked  as  to '^  * 

food  supplied  to  conmiittee-men ^^ 

mere  supply  of  food  not  necessarily  .    .     25,  26,  36,  83,  91,  *^^^^ 

evidence  of,  to  be  marshalled 

at  public-house,  publican  should  be  called 

of  women,  object  of 

food  supplied  at  registration  supper 

distinction  from  bribery  discussed 124, 

questions  arising  upon  evidence  of 

evidence  of,  where  not  in  particulars 


to  persons  attending  registration  court ST    ^  ^ 

after  election,  continuing  authority  of  agent 2r 

with  views  to  future  elections 2*  ^ 

organized  system  not  traceable  to  candidate,  effect  of .     .  40,  ^ 

after  election,  effect  on  costs 2* 

effect  of  one  case  standing  alone -        ^^ 

conmion  law  as  to 25, 

in  boroughs,  Ireland,  35  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  s.  19 2r 


INDEX.  841 

flam 
V. 

changed  at  Sligo 800 

^LENCE, 

general,  allegation  as  to 64^  186 

.UNTEEE, 

liability  of  candidate  for 70,  278 

committee^  act  of  member  of 66 

E3, 

how  to  be  tendered 48,  45 

duly  tendered,  when  may  be  added  to  the  poll  46,  152,  156,  162 
whether  completely  rendered,  question  for  judge  at  scrutiny  162 
mistake  as  to,  corrected  before  yoting  completed  .  .  •  .168 
mistake  of  poll-clerk  as  to,  how  dealt  with  ....  162, 168 
alleged  to  be  wrongly  recorded,  onus  of  proof  as  to    .    .    .162 

given  at  wrong  booth 168 

given  under  misapprehension 169 

given  after  promise  to  pair 169 

given  under  intimidation 161 

given  under  threat  not  carried  out 161 

not  given  owing  to  intimidation 161 

how  affected  by  voter's  own  statement  as  to 5, 208 

of  agent  not  proved  to  be  a  paid  agent 289 

of  voter  struck  off  by  reviser  without  notice  of  objection  .    .  156 

of  voter  twice  entered  who  polls  twice 156 

of  minor,  not  objected  to  before  reviser 159 

of  alien,  not  objected  to  before  reviser 159 

of  woman,  not  objected  to  before  reviser 159 

struck  off,  on  scrutiny,  in  case  of 

reimbursement  to  voter  for  employing  assistant  .   224 
voter's  own  statement  that  he  was  bribed     .    .  5,  208 

previous  vote  given  by  same  voter 156 

non-residence  after  registration 14,108 

insufficient  residence    .     .  158, 161),  170, 171, 174, 175 
yrimdfack  case  of  non-residence  not  rebutted  .    .157 

non-residence  before  July  31 169 

non-payment  of  rates 158 

corrupt  payment  of  rates 164 
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VOTE— ttwftnwerf. 

struck  off,  on  scrutiny,  in  case  of 

payment  of  day's  wages  to  voter l 

payment  of  wages  to  voter's  son,  30  &  31 

Vict.  c.  102,  s.  11 2- 

coffin  for  voter's  child  provided  by  parish     .    .    . 

funeral  expenses  paid  by  parish      • 

parochial  relief  given  to  voter  after  registration  159, 

given  to  voter's  parent    .... 
to  voter's  grandchild       .... 

medical  relief  to  voter's  child 160, 

intimidation  of  voter L 

voter  intimidating 161,1- 

bribery  of  voter ^ 

bribery  by  voter ^ 

voter  being  borough  constable L 

want  of  qualification  of  voter L 

voter's  name  twice  entered  in  poll-book    .    .    .    .  L  .S4 
mistake  made  by  poll-clerk  at  poll  .     .    .    .    162,1  ^3 
objected  to,  but  not  struck  off,  in  case  of 

personation 

misdescription  in  poll-book 

parochial  relief  given  after  election 

to  wife  of  voter  guilty  of  adultery  .    .    . 
to  children  of  wife  after  adulteiy  .    .    . 

medical  relief  ordered  by  police 

to  voter's  child  over  16 

child  of  voter  maintained  by  parish  at  asylum 
voter  reported  by  judge  to  have  been 

guilty  of  bribery  at  previous  election  . 
being  an  agent  not  proved  to  be  unpaid  .    . 
being  a  minor,  but  not  objected  to  beforereviaer  1 
being  an  alien,  butnotobjectedtobeforereviser  1 
being  printer's  messenger i 


VOTER, 

statement  of,  effect  on  vote 5  2 

statement  of,  to  third  person.  Respondent  how  affected  by  5, 2 
disqualification  of,  by  ceasing  to  reside,  6  Vict.  c.  18,  b.  79 

14, 107, 108, 1 
sufficiency  of  residence  of   .     ...  158, 169, 170, 171, 174, 1 

.   paymentof  travelling  expenses  of  non-resident l 
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yorniSJl^coniinued. 

residence  of,  broken  after  registration 157,174 

Totingy  when  disentitled  by  ceasing  to  reside      .     .    .     .  14, 108 

changing  residence,  what  rates  ho  must  pay 158 

.  duty  o^  as  to  tendering  vote 43,45 

.  voting  under  misapprehension 169 

-   released  fix)m  custody  in  order  to  vote  .     .......  275 

wrongly  entered  in  poll-book 152 

woman  cannot  be 159 

employment  of — 

when  illegal 78,  91, 128 

*  how  fer  allowable 101,  129,  277 

after  support  promised 277 

colourable,  bribery 78,  91,  130 

identity  of,  question  on  scrutiny 153 

where  two  of  same  name 153 

struck  oflf  by  reviser  without  notice  of  objection    ....  156 
non-appearance  of  before  reviser,  express  decision  .    .    .    .157 

reported  by  judge,  as  having  been  bribed 175 
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CASE  I. 

BOROUGH  OF  WATERFORD. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  Jan.  20,  1870. 

— f — 

Petitioners  :  Messrs.  Slatteiy  and  Corrigan. 

Respondent:  Sir  Henry  Winston  Barron,  Bart. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners  :  Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong ;  Mr.  Hackett. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Strange  and  Wall. 

Counulfor  Respondent:  Mr.  Heron,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Waters,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Crean. 

Agent:  Mr.  Robert  Barron. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c., 
and  prayed  the  seat  for  the  unsuccessful  candidate,  Mr.  Balph 
Cemal  Osborne. 

It  appeared  that  the  Eespondent  had  stood  as  a  candidate  for 
the  borough  off  and  on  for  38  years ;  that  after  the  election  of 
1865  he  had  made  payments  to  persons  who  had  voted  for  him 
partly  out  of  charity,  and  partly  as  compensation  for  their  votes. 
For  the  election  of  1868,  he  appointed  as  his  personal  agent  a 
relation,  named  Marcus  Barron.  At  the  time  of,  and  immediately 
after  the  election  of  1868,  considerable  bribery  was  carried  on  by 
an  organised  system  of  payments  made  by  one  Allen,  who  had 
received  money  from  one  Wall,  who  had  got  what  he  paid  to  Allen 
from  Marcus  Barron.  Within  twelve  months  of  the  election  of 
1868  the  present  election  took  place,  and  it  was  proved  that  at 
this  election  several  persons  were  bribed  by  Allen  in  the  same  way 

at  the  previous  election. 
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Inference  as  to 
agency  from 
agency  at  pre- 
vious election. 


25. 


In  the  course  of  the  case, 

It  was  proved  that  at  the  previous  election  in  1868,  which  took 
place  less  than  twelve  months  before  the  present  one,  the  Respon- 
dent had  appointed  his  cousin,  Marcus  Barron,  to  act  as  his 
personal  agent.  At  that  election  Marcus  Barron  had  handed  over 
various  sums  of  money  to  be  employed  in  bribery  to  one  Wall, 
who  passed  it  on  to  one  Allen,  and  an  organised  system  of  bribeiy 
was  carried  on  by  Allen  with  this  money.  At  this  election  Marcus 
Barron  continued  to  act  as  before  for  the  Bespondent,  but  Wall 
ceased  so  to  act,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  regular 
reappointment  of  Allen  as  agent,  or  that  he  was  in  any  way  autho- 
rised on  this  occasion  to  canvass  for  the  Respondent.  However 
he  did  canvass  for  the  Respondent  in  the  same  way  as  he  had  done 
previously,  and  it  was  proved  that  he  bribed  several  voters. 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  in  his  judgment,  said,  as  to  the  liability  of 
the  Respondent  for  Allen's  act  at  this  election  : — 

"  One  of  the  consequences  of  that  organised  system  of  bribeiy 
which  existed  at  the  last  election,  and  so  short  a  time  ago,  was,  in 
my  opinion,  this,  that  it  would  be  difficult,  scarcely  possible,  for  the 
Respondent  to  sever  his  present  election  from  it.  I  think  if  he  had 
placarded  Mr.  Allen's  house  from  top  to  bottom  '  no  longer  agent 
of  mine,'  it  would  not  in  itself  have  severed  the  connexion :  it 
would  still  be  a  subject  for  the  decision  of  a  judge  occupying  this 
place,  whether  it  was  bond  fide,  or  merely  an  attempt  to  carry  out 
in  another  way  the  object  of  bribery.  There  is  nothing,  in  my 
opinion,  which  would  have  severed  the  connexion  but  one  of  two 
things,  either  the  death  of  Mr.  Allen — his  ceasing  to  live— or  to 
live  in  this  country,  or  his  doing  what  Mr.  Wall  did,  going  over 
to  the  opposite  side.  There  is  nothing  else  by  which  a  judge 
would  be  conclusively  bound  to  declare  that  the  connexion  was 
severed." 


Decision  as  to 
validity  of 
vote  challenged 
on  scrutiny, 
not  to  be  given 
till  principal 
case  finished. 

(1)2. 


Mr.  Serjeant  Ai^mstrong,  in  opening  the  Petitioner's  case, 
submitted  that  the  evidence  he  was  about  to  offer  as  to  one  Gaule 
having  been  bribed,  would  be  applicable  not  only  to  the  principal 
case,  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  invalidating  the  vote  of  Gaule 
upon  the  scrutiny. 

Mr.  Heron,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted   that  in   the  first 
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instance,  and  until  the  principal  and  recriminatory  cases  were 
finished,  no  decision  should  be  given  as  to  the  validity  of  any 
individual  vote,  and  that  when  the  period  of  the  trial  arrived  for 
tlie  scrutiny,  he,  Mr.  Heron,  would  be  entitled  to  make  his  state- 
ment, and  go  into  evidence,  and  have  his  lordship's  decision  on 
each  vote  separately. 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes  acceded  to  the  arrangement. 

A  witness,  Gaule,  who  was  called  to  prove  that  he  had  been  Conversation 
"bribed  by  one  Allen,  stated  "  about  two  o'clock  on  the  polling  day,  over  inad- 
a  voter,  Cahill,  came  up  to  me.     I  asked  him  '  what  news  ? '  he  S^t^previoaa* 
said    *Grood  news,  come  with  me  to  Mr.   Allen.'    So  we  went.  P^oofof 

agency. 

"WTien  we  found  Mr.  Allen  he  put  down  my  name  in  a  book,  and  qx  jg 
ssddy  'Go  on,  Cahill,  and  see  Gaule  vote.' "    I  then  went  and  voted 
for  the  Bespondent. 

Gaule  was  then  asked, 

"  Had  you  any  conversation  with  Cahill  after  the  election  was  (l)  i^- 

Mr.  Heron,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  that  before  agency 
proved,  what  Cahill  said  after  the  election  was  over  was 
not  evidence,  though  what  he  said  before  the  election  was  over 
might  be. 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes  : — "  Is  it  denied  that  Cahill  is  an  agent  of 
the  Respondent  ? " 

Mr.  Heron : — "  Certainly." 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes  : — "  If  he  was  an  agent,  I  apprehend  the 
conversation  the  next  day  would  be  just  as  much  evidence  as  a 
conversation  taking  place  while  the  election  was  going  on.'* 

Mr.  Heron : — "  Certainly,  but  at  present  there  is  not  the  slightest 
proof  of  Cahill  being  our  agent." 

The  question  was  not  put 

Mr.  Serjeant  Ai^mstrong  applied  for  an  order  for  the  attendance  Order  for  at- 
of  one  John  May.     He  stated  that  the  process  server  had  used  witness  when 
every  eflFort  to  serve  him  with  a  subpoena,  but  without  eflFect,  s™*^**<^ 
though  there  was  reason  to  believe  he  was  in  his  house. 

The  application  was  granted. 

B   2 
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Mr.  Heron  applied  for  an  order  for  the  attendance  of  one 
Brophy. 

Seijeant  Armstrong  submitted  that  before  the  order  was  made 
some  proofs  should  be  given  of  the  attempts  to  serve  with  a 
subpoena. 

The  bailifif  was  then  called,  but  from  his  evidence  it  appeared 
that  he  had  only  once  attempted  to  serve  him,  whereupon 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes  declined  to  make  the  order. 


Particulars. 
Effect  of  limit- 
ing evidence. 

(4)1. 


Witness  not 
appearing, 
examination 
deferred. 

6  (130). 


Costs. 


Upon  one  Delany  being  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  that  he  had 
been  bribed, 

Mr.  Heron  said  that  if  it  was  sought  to  set  aside  his  vote  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  been  bribed,  he  must  object  on  the  ground 
that  his  name  was  not  in  the  particulars. 

Serjeant  Armstrong: — "We  did  not  discover  his  name  tiD 
Saturday"  (it  was  then  Monday). 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes  to  Mr.  Heron  : — "  If  anything  should  arise 
you  shall  have  the  amplest  opportunity  of  meeting  the  case.  There 
is  not  a  man  in  Waterford  that  I  will  not  have  here  if  he  can  give 
any  information." 

At  the  close  of  the  Petitioner's  case, 

Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong  asked  that  liberty  should  be  reserved 
to  him  to  examine  a  witness,  Smith,  who  had  been  called  up  on  his 
subpoena,  but  had  not  appeared. 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes  stated  that  up  to  the  last  moment  of  the 
trial  he  would  hear  any  application  for  the  examination  or  re- 
examination of  any  witness,  if  he  was  satisfied  that  it  was  hoyid 
fide  and  could  not  have  been  done  before. 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election  of 
the  Respondent  void  on  the  ground  of  bribery  by  agent.  He  also 
declared  that  the  recriminatory  case  had  failed,  and  the  Peti- 
tioners had  failed  upon  the  scrutiny  in  establishing  the  claim  of 
Mr.  Osborne  to  the  seat. 

As  to  costs,  he  said  : — 

"This  petition  has  succeeded,  and  the  recriminatory  case  has 
failed,  therefore  the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to  their  costs  of  this 
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petition,  properly  and  necessarily  incurred.  But  I  wish  it  to 
appear  upon  the  face  of  my  judgment,  in  awarding  these  costs, 
that  I  exclude  expressly  the  costs  of  all  the  witnesses  who  have 
not  been  examined.  Of  necessity  growing  out  of  the  nature  of  the 
case — it  being  necessary  to  subpoana  every  one  who  appeared  to 
be  open  to  the  suspicion  of  corruption — subpoenas  were  served 
upon  almost  every  voter  on  the  Respondent's  side.  I  think  that 
is  an  expense,  which  in  point  of  speculation  it  was  necessary  for 
the  Petitioners  to  incur,  but  which  in  point  of  burden  ought  not 
to  be  thrown  upon  the  Respondent." 

As  to  the  costs  of  the  scinitiny, 

Mr.  Heron,  for  the  Respondent,  applied  that  the  costs  of  those 
days  tirhich  had  been  consumed  in  going  into  cases  in  which  the 
Petitioners  failed  might  be  borne  by  the  Petitioners  in  accordance 
¥rith  the  decision  in  the  Londonderry  case.* 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes  : — "  I  have  looked  at  the  case,  and  I  have 

come  to  the  conclusion  that  I  ought  not  to  follow  it  here  for  this 

reason.     Substantially  all  the  witnesses  produced  for  the  scrutiny 

were  absolutely  necessary  for  the  general  case,  and  in  this  case, 

more  perhaps  in   any  other  that   I  know  of,   the  scrutiny  was 

of  necessity  mixed   up  with   the   avoidance  of  the   seat.     The 

whole   costs   of  the   scrutiny  must  therefore   be  borne  by  the 

Kespondents." 

*  Vol  i.  279. 


CASE  II. 

COUNTY  OF  LONGFORD. 

Before  Rt.  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald,  March  28,  1870. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Brodeiick  and  others. 
Respondent :  Hon.  Re^i^inald  Greville-Nogent. 
Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Butt,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Exham,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Munroc 

Agent :  Mr.  Hanly. 
Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong ;  Mr.  McLaoghlin. 

Agent:  Mr.  Rejuolds. 


The  petition  commenced  by  alleging — 

1.  That  on  Thursday,  December  23,  1869,  a  writ  of  election 

was  issued  out  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland 
to  the  high  sheriff  of  the  County  of  Longford  for  the 
election  of  a  member  to  serve  in  parliament  for  the 
same  county. 

2.  That  the  said  writ  was  duly  received  by  the  said  sheriff  on 

Friday,  December  24. 

3.  That  the  said  sheriff  gave  no  notice  of  holding  any  election 

pursuant  to  the  said  writ  within  two  days  of  the  receipt 
of  the  same,  as  required  by  the  statute  in  that  case  idbA^ 
and  provided. 

4.  That  on   Monday,  December  27,  the  said  sheriff  caused 

notice  to  be  given  of  an  election  to  be  held  on  Friday» 
Deceml>er   31 being  a  day  sooner  th*'* 
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the  sixth   day   from   the   date   or  giving  of  the    said 
notice. 
-:iid  it  went  on  to  state  in  paragraph  37 

That  the  said  election  was  illegally  held  by  the  said  sheriff 
because  the  notice  for  the  said  election  was  not  given 
within  two  days  after  the  receipt  of  the  writ,  and  also 
because  six  days'  notice  of  the  said  election  was  not 
given  as  required  by  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and 
provided,  the  said  election  having  taken  place  sooner 
than  the  sixth  day  from  the  signing  and  giving  of  the 
said  notice, 
^e  petition  further  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery, 
Lxie  influence,  and  treating  both  by  the  Respondent  himself  and 

>  by  his  agents. 

iAl  the  charges  in  the  petition  broke  down,  except  that  of 
iting,  as  to  which  it  was  proved  that  drink  had  been  distributed 
Juch  a  systematic  way  both  to  electors  and  non-electors  that  the 
iting  was  cori-upt  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

iefore  the  commencement  of  the  case,  l. 

At.  Butt,  for  the  Petitioners,  called  the  attention  of  the  Court  lrre^'"l^ity 

'  '  as  to  time  of 

:he  first  four  allegations  in  the  petition,  and  submitted  that  the  holding  eloc- 
ution was  void  on  the  grounds  there  stated.     By  1  Geo.  4,  c.  11, 
S  it  is  enacted  "  that  immediately  after  the  receipt  of  the  writ 
making  an  election  for  any  county  in  Ireland  the  sheriff  shall 
iorse  thereon  the  date  of  receiving  the  same,  and  shall  within 

>  days  after  the  receipt  of  such  writ  cause  proclamation  of  the 
le  and  place  of  holding  such  election  to  be  made,  and  on  the 
ne  day  give  public  notice  of  a  special  County  Court  to  be 
iden  for  the  purpose  of  the  election,"  which  election  (the  Act 
^  on  to  say)  shall  be  holden  on  some  day  not  later  from  the  day 

making  «uch  proclamation  than  the  16th  day  and  not  sooner 
in  the  10th  day.  This  Act  is  amended  as  to  the  day  for  holding 
i  election  by  25  &  26  Vic.  c.  92,  s.  1,  which  enacts  that  the  day 
'  holding  the  election  shall  be  not  later  from  the  day  of  making 
5  proclamation  than  the  twelfth  day,  and  not  sooner  than  the 
cth  day.     Again  by  31  &  32  Vic.  c.  112,  s.  38,  the  Act  of 
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25  &  26  Vic.  c,  92,  s.  1,  is  amended  by  enacting  that  the 
election  is  not  to  be  held  sooner  than  the  fourth  day  after  the 
proclamation.     In  this  case  the  sheriflF  received  the  writ  on  Friday, 
December  24,  but  did  not  make  the  proclamation  until  Mondaj, 
27th,  and  fixed   the   election  for  Friday,   Slst.      Under  these 
circumstances,  he  contended  that  the  election  was  void,  inasmad 
as  the  proclamation  was  not  made  within  two  days  after  the  receipt  j 
of  the  writ. 

Ml'.  Justice  Fitzgerald  stated  that  at  present  his  opinion  wm 
adverse  to  Mr.  Butt*s  contention  as  to  the  election  being  void,  hot 
that  if  necessaiy,  he  would  call  upon  Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong  to 
answer  it.* 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
Amendment  of       The  following  decisions  were  given  as  to  the  amendment  of 
SniM^nence^f   particulars  by  adding  names  of  persons  charged   with  corrupt 
factsaubse-       practices. 

quently  dia-         -^ 
eoTered. 

A  witness,  Murtagh,  was  asked  by  Mr.  Exham,  for  the  Peti- 
tioners, as  to  a  statement  made  by  one  Father  Skelly,  in  order  to 
prove  that  Father  Skelly  had  been  guilty  of  intimidation, 

Whereupon  Serjeant  A't^mstrong,  for  the  Respondent,  objected 
that  Skclly's  name  was  not  in  the  bill  of  particulars. 

Mr.  Exham : — "  Mr.  Skelly  s  name  is  not  in  the  particulars,  but 
I  propose  to  call  Mr.  Hanly,  the  agent  for  the  Petitioners,  to  prow 
when  this  fact  came  to  his  knowledge." 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  : — "  At  present  you  have  laid  no 
foundation  for  giving  in  evidence  any  statements  made  by  Father 
Skelly.  I  will  give  you  the  greatest  latitude  I  can.  Do  you  say 
that  these  statements  were  followed  by  acts  ? " 

Mr.  Exhxim  said  that  they  were,  and  he  then  applied  for 
leave  to  insert  in  the  particulars  Father  Skelly's  name  as  guilty  of 
intimidation. 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  said  that  some  foundation  must  belw<l 
for  the  insertion  of  that  name  before  he  could  accede  to  the  appli- 
cation. 

*  As  the  election  was  declared  void  on  other  grounds,  it  became  onneoeviiy 
to  decide  this  point. 
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In  order  to  lay  that  foundation,  the  Petitioners*  agent,  Mr.  Hanly, 
'as  called  as  a  witness,  and  stated  that  it  was  not  until  the 
aturday  previous  (that  being  Monday)  that  he  had  heard  that 
[r.  Murtagh  could  give  any  evidence  as  to  any  interview  between 
imself  and  Father  Skelly.  He  admitted,  however,  in  cross-exa- 
unation,  that  he  did  not  go  down  to  Longford  at  all  himself  to 
repare  instructions  for  the  Petitioners :  neither  had  he  any  agent 
own  there,  and  that  the  bill  of  particulars  furnished  was  made 
p  from  loose  information  obtained  from  third  parties  without 
Qy  due  inquiry  * 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald,  in  this  particular  instance,  allowed  the 
articulars  to  be  amended  by  the  insertion  of  Father  Skelly 's 
ame,  and  in  his  judgment,  he  said  further  as  to  this : — 

"Undue  clerical  influence  is  so  great  an  evil  that  I  did  not 
esitate  for  a  moment,  when  it  was  stated  that  the  case  was  of 
lat  character,  to  permit  the  amendment  of  the  particulars,  witli  a 
iew  to  bring  that  case  before  the  Court,  and  I  offered  at  any 
absequent  stage  freely  to  amend  the  bill  of  particulars  with  a 
iew  to  give  an  opportunity  of  proving  any  other  case  of  that 
baracter.*' 

Upon  a  witness,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Lee,  whose  name  was  not  in  the  when  amend- 
^,  being  called  to  show  that  she  had  been  bribed,  bwedT^* 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  stated  that,  inasmuch  as  it  had  ap-  74.' 
^ared  from  the  evidence  of  the  Petitioners'  agent  that  there  had 
ot  been  sufiScient  inquiry  into  the  matters  which  it  was  intended 
>  bring  forward,  he  would  be  very  slow  to  allow  the  amendment 
Kcept  on  very  strong  evidence. 
Mrs.  Lee's  case  was  then  withdrawn. 

On  a  subsequent  occasion,  upon  a  witness,  whose  name  was  not  104. 
the  particulars,  being  examined  as  to  having  been  treated, 
Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald   (upon   an    objection  being    taken), 
id : — "  I  would  not  hesitate  in  a  case,  for  instance,  of  bribeiy 
undue  influence,  to  give  the  utmost  latitude  to  the  Petitioners, 
en  though  the  name  be  not  in  the  bill  of  particulars,  as  I  did 

♦  See  observation  by  Fitzgerald,  J.,  p.  104,  of  Minutes  of  Evidence. 
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yesterday  in  the   case  of  Mr.  Skelly,*  but  as  to   this   case  of 
individual  treating,  which  may  be  quite  capable  of  explanation, 
and  which  ought  to  have  been  inquired  into  beforehand,  I  do  not 
think  I  ought  to  depart  from  the  ordinary  practice.     Though  I 
am  here  to  represent  the  public,  there  are  individual  inteiesti 
concerned,  and  even  the  public  may  be  injured  by  inquiry  into  « 
matter    as    to    which    there    is    no    opportunity   of  giving  ai 
explanation." 
126.  But  when  evidence  as  to  one  Father  John  Duffy  was  objected  to 

on  the  ground  that  his  name  was  not  in  the  particulars. 

Upon  Mr.  Butt  stating  that  he  was  charged  with  employing  iiioba» 
Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  allowed  his  name  to  be  added  to  the 
list. 

128.  Mr.  Butt  again  asked  leave  to  amend  the  particulars  by  addiog 

the  name  of  five  witnesses  to  prove  treating.  In  support  of  to 
application,  he  cited  a  decision  of  Keogh,  J.,  in  the  Dublin  Cat^i 
and  Willes,  J.,  in  the  Coventry  Case.l 

Serjeant  Ai^)i8tro7hg  contended  that  after  what  had  beffl 
elicited  in  cross-examination  from  the  Petitioners'  agent,§  it  woaH 
be  giving  a  premium  to  inactivity  and  inattention  in  getting  up » 
petition,  if  this  application  was  granted.  He  hoped  that  at  any  rate 
before  the  application  was  acceded  to,  a  strong  application  wouW 
be  required.  This  was  done  by  Martin,  B.,  in  the  CheUenk^ 
Case,\\  and  Willes,  J.,  in  the  Bodmin  Ccwe.lT 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  said  he  should  require  an  affidavit 
stating  how  the  conducting  agent  obtained  the  informatioiL 

An  affidavit  was  then  made  by  the  Petitioners'  agent  as  to  th« 
five  witnesses.** 

♦  Vide  ante,  p.  8.  f  VoL  L  271.  t  Vol.  L  105. 

§  Ante,  p.  9.  ||  Vol.  i.  63.  1  VoL  i  119. 

**  The  affidavit  was  as  follows :  — 

"  (1).  That  I  have  been  informed,  and  believe,  that  John  Cosgrave,  ofl^ 
ford,  kept  an  open  house  in  Greville-N agent's  interest  during  tlie  late  ekctiflBj 
and  that  drinking  went  on  there  to  a  large  extent ;  and  I  say  that  I  was  not 
aware  of  tliis,  nor  had  it  been  suggested  to  me,  at  the  time  of  funuBhingd* 
bill  of  particuhirs. 

"  (2).  That  I  have  been  informed,  and  believe,  that  Patrick  Fairell,  of  Long- 
ford, on  the  day  of  the  nomination,  and  previously, 'tod  also  on  the  diyw 
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Justice  Fitzgerald  said  he  would  allow  the  particulars  to  What  qucs- 
3nded  as  to  No.  2  and  No.  5  of  the  affidavit,  there  being  tioncra'^^ntu 
dng  substantial  in  them.  "*<>*  privileged 

from  an- 
swering. 

n  the  agent  of  Petitioners,  Mr.  Hanly,  being  called  as  a  ^^• 
8  for  the  Petitioners,  he  was  asked  in   cross-examination 
jeant  Armstrong,  for  the  Respondents — 
•  From  whom  did  you  obtain  information  as  to  intimida- 

Butt,  for  the  Petitioners,  objected  to  the  question,  and 
ited  that  Mr.  Hanly  was  not  obliged  to  disclose  the  nature 
»rmation  he  had  obtained  wliile  preparing  his  case,  or  from 
he  got  it. 

Justice  Fitzgerald: — "You  cannot  be  entitled  as  an 
3y  to  withhold  the  names  of  those  who  gave  you  infor- 
i,  but  you  may  protect  yourself  by  not  disclosing  any  private 
ation  given  you  by  your  client.'* 

Butt  submitted  that  that  would  also  apply  to  any  informa- 
ven  to  him  confidentially. 

Justice  Fitzgerald  : — "  If  the  parties  came  in  and  volun- 
to  give  information,  I  do  not  think  that  it  does  apply.'* 

n  a  witness  being  asked  about  an  occurrence  that   took  What  evidence 
ipon  the  polling  day,  but  after  the  close  of  the  poll,  occurrence 

distributed  large  quantities  of  drink,  both  to  electors  and  non-elec- 
d  that  I  have  lieard  he  has  made  a  claim  against  GreviUe-Nugent  of 
£200  in  connection  with  the  election  ;  and  I  say  that  I  have  heard  this 
hin  the  last  twenty-four  hours. 

That  I  have  been  informed  that  John  Feeney,  of  this  town,  supplied 
ies  of  drink  previous  to  and  during  the  elections,  to  voters  and  non- 
.  in  GreviUe-Kugent's  interest,  for  which  he  has  made  a  claim ;  and  I 
1 1  was  not  aware  of  tliis  fact  until  yesterday. 

That  I  have  been  infonued,  and  believe,  that  John  M*Dennot,  of 
•road,  in  this  town,  also  kept  an  open  house  in  QreviQe-Nugent's  favour, 
►plied  drink  to  electors  and  non-electors. 

That  Patrick  Kernan,  as  I  am  informed,  kept  an  open  house  in 
j-Nugcnt's  interest,  and  has  made  a  claim  in  foot  thereof,  in  part  pay- 
■  which  he  has  received  £20  from  the  Rev.  James  Reynolds ;  and  I  say 
iid  not  receive  the  above  information  as  to  John  M^Dermot  and  Patrick 

until  this  dav.'' 


M 
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after  close  of  ^^-  ^^^  objected  to  anything  being  gone  into  which  took  place 

the  poll  after  the  election  was  over. 

33. 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  stated  that  he  would  admit  anything 
that  occurred  on  the  day  of  the  polling  as  indicative  of  what  toA 
place  during  the  day. 
63.  But  afterwards,  upon  a  witness  being  asked  as  to  something  that 

was  said  by  an  agent  of  the  Respondent,  twenty-six  days  after  the 
election, 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  stated  that  he  could  not  reoeiye 
evidence  of  statements  made  twenty-six  days  after  the  election 
without  some  evidence,  in  the  first  place,  to  show  that  the 
authority  of  the  agent  continueid  after  the  election  vras 
over. 

In  the  course  of  the  Respondent's  case. 
Order  for  Mr.  Serjeant  Armatrong  stated  that  he  should   require  the 

MA  1  * 

witneaa  when  attendance  of  one  Murtagh,  a  witness  who  had  been  previously 
granted.  called  by  the  Petitioners. 

198 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  : — "  You  had  better  write  a  letter  to 
Murtagh,  and  he  must  be  brought  back  at  the   Respondent's 
expense." 
216.  On  the   following  day  Mr.  Murtagh  was  called,  but  did  not 

appear. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong  therefore  asked  for  an  order  for  his 
attendance. 

Th§  order  was  granted. 

Intimidation  It  was  proved  that  the  party  who  supported  Mr.  Martin,  the 

of  bodies  of  ^^'^  unsucccssful  Candidate,  introduced  at  the  election,  fix)m  several 
Sh*  ^^c^  neighbouring  counties,  for  the  purpose  of  intimidation,  riot^  ani 
ajid  oiganisa-  disorder,  bands  of  men  who  had  no  business  there,  and  who 
sive  force  by  Comprised  within  their  ranks  the  worst  characters  that  could  be 
the  other  nde.    fQm^ J  i^  those  counties.     In  consequence  of  this  the  Respondent's 

party  organised  a  defensive  force,  consisting  of  great  numbers  d 
non-electors,  but  principally  members  of  the  families  of  ^ 
clectoi*s.  It  was  proved  that  this  course  was  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  the  outlying  voters  (many  of  whom  had  ^ 
come  many  miles  to  the  poll)  from  the  foreign  bodies  who  had 
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jen  introduced  in  the  county,  because  no  sufficient  escort  of 
ilitary  or  police  could  be  obtained;  nevertheless  that  it  was 
intended  by  this  petition  that  this  course  was  illegal,  and  was 
ridence  of  such  intimidation  as  ought  to  avoid  the  election. 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  intro- 
iction  of  men  from  other  counties  : — 

"  K  Mr.  Martin  had  been  returned,  and  evidence  had  been  laid 
sfore  me  on  a  petition  against  him  for  intimidation  by  means  of 
lose  men  who  were  thus  brought  into  the  county,  I  could  not  for 
le  moment  hesitate  to  consider  the  election  as  utterly  void, 
urther,  I  have  to  tell  those  parties,  whoever  they  were,  who 
rought  them  in  here  (no  matter  what  their  position),  with  a  view 
>  intimidation,  riot,  and  disorder,  that  they  become  personally  and 
iminally  responsible  for  the  unlawful  acts  which  these  their 
istxuments  committed." 

As  to  the  course  takien  by  the  Respondent's  party,  he 
lid: — 

"  I  am  to  ask  myself  the  question  whether  it  was  legal — that  is, 
'hether  the  enrolment  of  what  I  may  call  a  voluntary  police  was 
ecessary,  and  if  necessary,  whether  it  was  legal  ?  It  would  not 
ave  been  necessary  if  a  suitable  escort  of  police  or  military 
ould  have  been  procured.  As  that  could  not  be  done,  the 
ecessity  for  some  protection  after  the  introduction  of  these 
>reign  bodies  was  obvious ;  and  there  being  that  necessity,  I 
annot  say  that  the  enrolment  of  a  voluntary  police  for  defensive 
►urposes  only  was  an  illegal  step  ;  but  I  must  add  that,  although 
lot  illegal,  it  was  highly  dangerous :  it  was  one  rarely  to  be  adopted, 
Jccept  under  extreme  circumstances,  particularly  as  the  parties 
vho  adopted  it  exposed  themselves  to  great  peril,  and  would  have 
uidto  bear  all  the  consequences  which  resulted.  As  I  read  the  evi- 
lence,  the  purpose  of  the  enrolment  was  not  to  create  intimidation, 
liot  to  intimidate  others,  but  to  prevent  those  who  would  otherwise 
^ote  for  the  Respondent  from  being  intimidated.  I  cannot,  there- 
fore, come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  intimidation  on  the 
Respondent's  side." 

In  support  of  the  charge  of  spiritual  intimidation,  it  was  proved 
^t  immediately  upon  a  vacancy  occurring  in  the  representation 
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Convention 
of  a  meeting 
exclusively  of 
clergy,  how 
far  evidence  of 
spiritiial  inti- 
midation. 


of  Longford,  a  meeting  of  the  Roman  Catholic  clergy  of  the 
county  was  convened.  The  meeting  consisted  exclusively  of 
clergy,  and  at  that  meeting  the  Respondent  was  accepted  as  i 
candidate. 

Mr.   Justice  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this 
meeting : — 

"  I  allude  to  tliis  meeting  because  it  has  been  made  the  subject 
of  much  commentary,  and  upon  the  face  of  the  petition,  as  wefl 
as  in  the  evidence  given  for  the  Petitioners,  it  has  been  made  the 
foundation  of  many  of  the  charges  which  have  been  put  forwaid 
It  is  not  my  duty  to  pronoimce  upon  the  policy  or  expediency  of 
that  step  so  taken  by  the  clergy — that  is,  the  holding  in  the  fiist 
instance  a  meeting  confined  to  the  clergy  of  the  county,  and  their 
selecting  a  candidate  whose  interest  they  agreed  to  promote  with 
all  their  power.  All  I  have  to  do  is  to  pronounce  upon  the  J^alitf 
of  it,  and  I  am  obliged  to  say  that,  however  objectionable  it  maj 
have  been,  it  was  a  lawful  proceeding.  It  was  quite  as  open  to  the 
clergy,  as  electors  of  the  county,  as  it  would  have  been  to  any 
other  body  of  electors  in  the  county,  to  separate  themselves  &oa 
the  general  mass  of  electors,  select  a  candidate,  and  agree  to 
support  that  candidate.  When  we  recollect  the  very  great  interest 
which  the  clergy  had  in  the  then  pending  election,  and  the  crisis 
which  they  no  doubt  considered  was  imminent,  probably  it  is  * 
course  which  one  would  have  expected  they  would  take  upon  the 
occasion.  The  objections  to  it  are  that  it  separates  the  clergy  from 
the  laity,  it  exposes  the  former  to  the  imputation  of  what  is  called 
'  clerical  dictation.'  It  creates  jealousy  and  uneasiness,  and  laji 
the  foundation  for  the  charge  of  undue  influence  ;  and  there  is  this 
quite  certain  that  it  calls  upon  the  judge  who  may  have  to  detff- 
mine  the  validity  of  the  election  to  view  with  suspicion,  and 
criticise  with  vigilance,  the  course  which  the  clergy  may  take  ia 
the  contest." 


Payments  to 
voters  for  con- 
veying other 
voters  to  the 
poll,  how  far 
allowable. 


It  was  proved  that  there  was  considerable  difficulty  in  providing 
conveyances  for  voters  living  at  a  distance  to  go  to  the  poll,  and 
that  certain  voters  who  owned  cars  were  induced  to  lend  them  for 
the  conveyance  of  other  voters,  and  were  paid  for  so  doing.  It  was 
contended  by  the  Petitioners  that  these  payments  to  voters  were 
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aere  colourable  payments,  either  as  a  reward  to  them  for  voting  or 
pO  induce  them  to  vote. 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  after  stating  that  he 
lad  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  was  not  a  colourable  proceed- 
ng,  made  the  following  remarks  upon  it : — 

"  I  think  it  was  a  step  of  a  very  dangerous  character;  it  brought 
liie  parties  to  the  very  verge  of  the  law,  and  it  would  have  required 
very  little,  if  payments  were  actually  made,  to  come  to  the  conclu- 
BLon  that  they  were  made  to  influence  the  vote,  and  so  to  void  the 
election  on  the  ground  of  bribery.'* 

It  was  proved  that  a  considerable  sum  of  money  was  paid  over  Systematic 
to  an  agent  of  the  Respondent  for  the  express  purpose  of  expending  ^jrink,  where* 
it  in  supplying  drink  gratuitously.     It  was  professedly  given  only  ^^^^ 
to  non-voters,  but  those  non-voters  were,  for  the  most  part,  the 
aonSy  brothers,  and  relations  of  electors,  and  in  many  instances  it 
Appeared  that  the  electors  themselves  participated  in  the  drink 
distributed.     In  fact  (as  was  stated  by  one  of  the  publicans,  of 
whom  drink  was  ordered,  when  asked  who  got  it),  "  Anybody  might 
have  had  the  drink  without  any  distinction." 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — 
"  The  parties  concerned  fell  into  the  mistake  of  supposing  that 
treating  to  be  illegal  must  be  the  treating  of  voters.     The  treating 
of  non-electors  may  be  illegal  and  corrupt  just  as  much  as  the 
treating  of  voters." 

Having  stated  his  concurrence  with  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn's 
remarks  in  the  Bewdley  Case*  as  to  the  bearing  of  the  extent  and 
amount  of  treating  as  a  whole  upon  the  interpretation  of  the 
intention  of  individual  acts  of  treating,  he  said  : — "  I  am  bound 
to  regard  this  case  as  a  whole,  not  to  criticise  each  particular 
instance  of  treating,  but  to  consider  the  whole  course  pursued 
from  the  7th  of  December  up  to  and  including  the  day  of  election ; 
and  I  am  coerced  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  general 
systematic  treating  of  non-electors,  consisting,  as  they  did,  largely 
of  the  families  of  the  electors,  was  corrupt  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  because  it  was  carried  out  systematically  with  the  view 

*  VoL  i.  p.  19  ;  see  alao  Vol.  i.  p.  68,  59. 
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and  intent  of  keeping  up  popular  excitement,  influencing  public 
and  individual  opinion,  promoting  the  popularity  of  the  candidate, 
and  generally  to  procure  his  election." 

Mr.  Justice  Fitzgeeiald,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 
void  on  the  ground  of  corrupt  treating. 

As  to  undue  influence  on  the  part  of  the  clergy,  he  said : — 
Clerical  undue        "  The  Utmost  care  has  been  taken  by  the  legislature  for  tb 

influeuco  dis-  ,  ,  , 

cuBsed.  purpose  of  defining  what  undue  influence  is,  and  of  repressing  it 

By  the  5th  section  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  185i, 
it  is  defined  with  a  view  to  embrace  almost  every  case  of  improper 
influence,  whether  by  physical  intimidation  or  otherwise ;  and  if 
we  were  now  applying  to  the  legislature  to  amend  the  law  so  as  to 
include  any  case  that  might  have  been  omitted,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  invent  language  more  comprehensive." 
And  subsequently — 

"In  considering  what  I  call  here  undue  clerical  influence,  it  is  not 
my  intention  in  any  way  to  detract  from  the  proper  influence  whiAi 
clergyman  has,  or  by  a  single  word  to  lessen  its  legitimate  exeicifl& 
We  cannot  forget  its  wholesome  operation,  and  how  often,  evea 
recently,  it  has  been  the  great  bulwark  of  the  community  against 
insurrection  and  fruitless  attempts  at  revolution.     The  Cathofic 
priest  has,  and  he  ought  to  have,  great  influence.     His  position, 
his  sacred  character,  his  superior  education,  and  the  identity  of  his 
interests  with  his  flock  ensure  it  to  him ;  and  that  influence  receives 
tenfold  force  from  the  conviction  of  his  people  that  it  is  generally 
exercised  for  their  benefit.    In  the  proper  exercise  of  that  influence 
on  electors,  the  priest  may  counsel,  advise,  recommend,  entreat, 
and  point  out  the  true  line  of  moral  duty,  and  explain  why  one 
candidate  should  be  prefen^ed  to  another,  and  may,  if  he  think  fit, 
throw  the  whole  weight  of  his  character  into  the  scale;  but  he 
may  not  appeal  to  the  fears,  or  terrors,  or  siiperetition  of  those  he 
addresses.     He  must  not  hold  out  hopes  of  reward  here  or  here- 
after, and  he  must  not  use  threats  of  temporal  injury,  or  of  dis- 
advantage, or  of  punishment  hereafter.     He  must  not,  for  instance, 
threaten  to  excommunicate,  or  to  withhold  the  sacraments,  or  to 
expose  the  party  to  any  other  religious  disability,  or  denounce  the 
voting  for  any  particular  candidate  as  a  sin,  or  as  an  oflfence 
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Iving  punishment  here  or  hereafter.  If  he  does  so  with  a 
to  influence  a  voter,  or  to  aflfect  an  election,  the  law  considers 
guilty  of  undue  influence.  As  priestly  influence  is  so  great, 
aust  regard  its  exercise  with  extreme  jealousy,  and  seek  by 
itmost  vigilance  to  keep  it  within  due  and  proper  bounds." 
I  to  the  effect  of    undue    influence   upon   an   election,  he 

■ 

rhough  a  person  (who  is  an  agent)  may  be  guilty  of  undue  Undue  influ- 
ence, the  election  is  not  to  be  set  aside  because  of  an  act  of  election  to  be 
le  influence,  unless  it  is  one  that  was  calculated  to  affect,  and  ^^^^'^^o™^- 
tffect,  the  election."* 
I  to  costs,  he  said : — 

lenerally  speaking,  my  view  is,  and  it  is  the  view  of  most  of 
Fudges,  that  in  inquiries  of  this  kind,  costs  follow  the  result, 
in  this  case  I  do  not  propose  to  take  that  course.  I  have 
3d  at  the  petition,  supplemented  by  an  extensive  bill  of 
iculars,  and  in  many  of  its  allegations  it  is  proved  to  be 
unded.  As  to  bribeiy,  it  is  unfounded.  A  case  was  made  in 
petition  and  in  the  particulars  against  the  candidate  and 
his  principal  supporters  of  personal  bribery.  As  to  mob 
nidation,  it  is  imfounded;  and  I  cannot  shut  my  eyes  to  this, 
the  corrupt  treating,  in  respect  of  which  I  have  been  coerced 
nseat  the  Member  and  declare  the  election  void,  has  been 
mally  the  result  of  the  illegal  coui-se  pursued  by  the  Martin 
mittee.  Upon  these  grounds  I  depart  from  the  ordinary 
I  refuse  the  costs  of  the  petition,  and  I  declare  that  the 
ies  shall  abide  their  own  costs." 

But  see  Mr.  Justice  Willes'  remarks,  as  to  intimidation,  in  Northallerton 
vol.  i.  173. 


VOL.  ri.  c 


CASE  IIL 

BOROUGH  OF  MALLOW. 

Before  Bt.  Hon.  Miu  Justice  Morris,  April  7,  1870. 


PetiHoner :  Major  Eoiox. 

Eespondmt :  Mr.  Muuster. 

Coufuelfor  Petitumen:  Mr.  Butt,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Palle8^Q.C. ;  Mr.  Kiye. 

Agents :  Messrs.  M0II07  and  Watson. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Annstrong  ;  Mr.  MacDonongb,  Q.& » 

mr,  O'Rearden. 

Agent :  Mr.  Moriarty. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c^  wd 
prayed  the  seat  for  the  Petitioner. 

It  appeared  that  there  were  forty-seven  publicans  who  had  toUi 
for  the  borough.  About  a  fortnight  before  the  nomination  o« 
Captain  Stewart,  the  expense  agent  for  the  Respondent,  g»^ 
orders  to  twenty-two  of  these  publicans  to  distribute  gratis  a  cod- 
siderable  quantity  of  porter,  tea,  sugar,  and  bread.  All  tie* 
publicans  voted  for  the  Respondent,  although  several  of  them  W 
previously  signed  a  requisition  to  Major  Knox,  the  unsuccesHU 
candidate,  to  come  forward.  As  to  the  charge  of  bribeiy,  it  ^ 
proved  that  several  voters  were  ready  and  anxious  to  sell  their 
votes,  but  it  was  not  proved  that  any  money  was  actually  given  to 
them. 

The  recriminatory  case  broke  down,  but  upon  the  scrutiny  ^ 
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Petitioners  failed  to  strike  off  a  suflScient  number  of  votes  to  seat 
the  Petitioner,  Major  Knox. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

It  appeared  that  large  rewards — in  one  instance  as  much  as   OflferofrewwdB 
E200 — ^were  offered  by  the  Petitioners  to  induce  persons  to  come    legality  of.  ' 
brward  and  give  evidence  as  to  bribery.  37. 

Mr.  Justice  Morris,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 

"It  is  stated,  and  I  believe  the  fact  to  be  so,  that  it  is  not 
Uegal  to  offer  rewards  for  evidence,  and  decisions  of  at  least  one 
Mninent  judge  have  been  referred  to  in  support  of  this  proposi- 
ion ;  but  of  this  I  am  clear,  that  at  all  events  it  should  have  been 
imited  much  more  in  amount,  and  that  the  extravagant  proposi- 
ion  of  £200  offered  in  a  small  town  like  this  certainly  was,  to 
lay  the  least  of  it,  extremely  dangerous." 

In  the  course  of  the  scrutiny, 

The  name  of  one  Thomas  Barry  (who  was  one  of  the  old  405.  Receipt  of 
freeholders,  and  held  a  tenement  at  a  rent  of  £1  a-year,  Irish  cur-  relief  after 
rency)  appeared  upon  the  register.     He  had  been  in  receipt  of  '■e««*™^*io'»- 
parish  relief  for  at  least  three  yeai-s  before  the  last  revision  of  the 
lists,  but  notwithstanding  this,  his  name  had  been  allowed   to 
remain  upon  the  register ;  he  continued  to  receive  paiish  relief  up 
to  the  time  of  the  election ;  and  in  fact  he  came  out  of  the  work- 
house in  the  workhouse  dress  only  a  few  days  before  the  election, 
for  the  purpose  of  voting,  and  he  did  vote  for  the  Respondent. 

It  was  argued  for  the  Respondent  that  his  vote  was  good.  No 
doubt  by  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  Ill,  his  name,  if  objected  to  before 
tlie  reviser,  would  have  been  struck  off  the  register  on  account  of 
the  receipt  of  parochial  relief,  but  as  it  had  not  been  objected  to, 
it  was  contended  that  any  further  parochial  relief  (given,  that  is  to 
«aj,  after  the  revision  and  before  the  election),  ought  not  to  render 
the  vote  invab'd. 

Mr.  Justice  MORRIS,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — 

"  This  vote  depends,  I  apprehend,  entirely  upon  a  question  of  19. 

iw,  and,  as  I  have  already  announced,  if  it  became  the  turning 

oint  of  the  case,  I  would,  at  the  desire  of  either  party,  reserve  it 

r  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.     I  shall  now,  however,  state  my 

c  2 
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opinion  so  far  as  I  have  formed  ona  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
vote  is  invalid.  ..  By  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  104,  the  register  is  made 
conclusive,  unless  the  committee  (now  the  judge)  shall  consider 
that  any  vote  is  invalid,  'on  the  ground  of  any  other  legal  incapa- 
city at  the  time  of  his  voting,  which  may  have  arisen  subsequently 
to  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  making  out  the  list  of 
voters  from  which  the  register  of  voters  in  force  at  the  time  of 
such  election  shall  have  been  formed/  The  receipt  of  union  relief 
is  at  common  law  a  disqualification  to  vote,  and  by  common  seiue 
it  ought  to  be  so  in  the  case  where  the  franchise  is  a  property  oiwl 
By  s.  Ill  of  the  same  Act,  the  receipt  of  Union  relief  is  made  a  dis- 
qualification to  be  placed  upon  the  register.  If,  however,  a  peraoo 
receiving  pauper  relief  does  get  upon  the  register,  I  am  dearly  of 
opinion  that,  if  no  subsequent  relief  is  proved,  the  register  would 
be  conclusive,  under  s.  104.  I  cannot,  however,  accede  to  the 
argument  that  because  a  statutable  disqualification  to  be  put  upon 
the  register  existed  at  the  time  of  the  revision,  it  can  cure  a  legal 
incapacity  to  vote,  which  arose  by  the  receipt  of  additional  paro- 
chial relief  after  the  time  of  making  up  the  register." 

Vote  of  paid  It  appeared  that  one  Edward  O'Connor  was  the  paid  conducting 

a^nt  of  candi- 

date  who  has  agent  of  a  Mr.  Waters,  who  had  declared  himself  a  candidate,  bnt, 
the  poll  in-  previously  to  the  nomination,  although  subsequently  to  the  issne 
^^^  of  the  writ,  had  retired  from  the  contest.     O'Connor  voted  for  the 

22. 

Respondent. 

Mr.  Justice  Morris,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  the  vote  of 
O'Connor : — 

"  By  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  49,  s.  8,  '  No  elector  who,  within  six  months 
before  any  election  shall  have  been  retained,  hired,  or  employed 
for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  of  the  election  for  reward,  by  or  on 
behalf  of  any  candidate  at  such  election,  as  agent,  canvasser,  clerk, 
messenger  ....  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  such  election.*  A 
good  deal  turns  upon  the  definition  to  be  given  to  the  word  'can- 
didate.' That  word  is  defined  by  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  89,  a  3,  and  also 
by  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  s.  3,  and  it  was  decided  in 
the  Youghal  case  *    that  the  words   '  candidate  at  any  election 

•  Vol.  i.  292,  S.C.f  Irish  Common  Law  Reports,  voL  iii.,  p.  530. 
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lave  the  same  meaning  in  this  last  mentioned  Act  as  in  that  first 
nentioned.  I  should,  therefore,  be  of  opinion  (if  it  became  of 
^nsequence  to  rule  it,)  that  they  have  also  the  same  meaning  in 
Jl  &  32  Vict.  c.  49,  s.  8,  and  that  accordingly  the  vote  of  O'Connor 
8  invalid,  but,  if  necessary,  I  would  reserve  the  point  for  the  Court 
)f  Common  Pleas." 

It  appeared  that  the  above  mentioned  *  Edward  Connor  was  in  Partner  of 
partnership,  as  a  solicitor,  with  his  son  Antony.     Antony  O'Connor  ^<^®5!*  ^^^ 
-ad  voted  for  the  Respondent.     He  was  never  personally  retained  31  &  32  Vict 
8  a  paid  agent  for  Mr.  Waters,  but  it  was  contended  that  as  he  ng 
"as  a  partner  with  his  father  he  would,  as  such  partner,  be  entitled 
>  some  share  of  the  money  paid  to  his  father  by  Mr.  Waters  for 
cting  as  his  agent,  and  that  this  would  be  a  constructive  payment 
f  Antony  O'Connor  by  Mr.  Waters,  which  would  invalidate  the 
ote  of  Antony  as  well  as  that  of  his  father,  under  31  &  32  Vict. 
.  49,  8.  8. 

Mr.  Justice  Morris,  in  his  judgment,  said,  as  to  the  vote  of 
intony  O'Connor: — 

"K  two  attorneys  are  partners  together,  and  one  of  them  is 
niployed  personally  as  a  paid  agent,  possibly  without  the  know- 
3dge  of  the  other,  surely  it  cannot  be  held  that  if  that  other 
otes,  he  is  to  be  constructively  held  liable  for  having  committed 
.  misdemeanour.  I  should  therefore  be  of  opinion  (if  it  were 
lecessary  to  decide  it)  that  the  vote  of  Ajitony  O'Connor  is  valid, 
mt  this  point  also,  if  it  became  necessary,  I  should  be  willing  to 
eserve  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas." 

It  was  proved  that  four  persons,  who  eventually  voted  for  the  offer  to  ^eil 
leqwndent,  had  before  voting  ofiFered  to  sell  their  votes  to  either  j^^Ue^^* 
f  the  candidates.      It  was  not,  however,  proved  that  they  had  49. 
een  successful  in  actually  getting  a  bribe  from  any  one.  Eventually 
ley  all  voted  for  the  Respondent.      It  was  contended  by  the 
?fcitioner  that  their  votes  ought  to  be  struck  oflF  on  the  ground 
at  what  they  had  done  amounted  to  bribery,  at  any  rate  at 

*  Ante,  p.  20. 


22  ELECTION  PETITIONS. 

■ 

common  law,  if  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practioes 
Prevention  Act,  1854. 

Mr.  Justice  Morris  declined  to  strike  off  the  vote,  and  in  his 
judgment,  said  as  follows: — 

"  It  has  been  urged  that  I  should  strike  off  the  votes  of  these 
four  persons  who  tendered  their  votes  for  sale.  It  is  clear  that  the 
vote  of  every  briber  should  be  struck  off,  and  also  that  of  every 
bribee,  no  matter  by  whom  bribed,  but  while  the  offer  to  purchase 
a  vote  is  made  bribery  by  the  second  section  of  the  Act  of  1854, 
the  offering  for  sale  by  the  voter  of  his  vote  does  not  appear  to  be 
so  by  section  3  of  that  Act,  unless  the  offer  is  followed  up  by  an 
agreement  to  that  effect.  It  has  been  urged,  however,  that  it  was 
a  disqualification  at  common  law.  However,  no  case  has  been 
referred  to  in  which  such  a  class  of  voters  was  ever  struck  off,  and 
I  decline  to  make  a  precedent  here." 

Mr.  Justice  Morris,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election  void 
on  the  ground  of  corrupt  treating.  As  to  the  principles  on  which 
he  had  acted  in  coming  to  a  decision,  he  said  : — 
Bridence,  how  « I  have  desired  to  apply  two  rules  to  work  out  my  jud&rnent 
eWdence  of  'by;  they  are  shortly  these — First,  that  I  should  be  sure,  very  sure, 
lo^S^y^il^to.  before  I  come  to  a  decision  adverse  to  any  party,  where  his 
33.  character   or   credit   is  involved;    secondly,  that   offers    or  con- 

veraations  unaccompanied  by  any  acts  should  be  much  more 
strongly  proved  in  evidence  than  where  some  clear  definite  act 
has  followed  the  alleged  offer  or  conversation." 

As  to  what  constitutes  corrupt  treating,  he  cited  the  following 

passage  from  the  judgment  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  WcUlingfard 

Case :  * — 

.Corrupt  "  I  think  that  whenever  the  intention  is  by  such  means  to  gain 

d^edL  popularity,  and  thereby  to  affect  the  election,  or  even  if  the  case 

71.  is,  as  very  often  perhaps  it  is,  that  persons  are  afraid  that  if  they 

do  not  provide  entertainment  and  drink  to   secure    the  strong 

interests   of   the   publicans  and    the   persons   who    take    drink 

whenever  they  get  it  for  nothing — who  are  always  a  numerous 

body — they  will  become  unpopular,  and  therefore,  provided  it  is 

*  VoL  i.  p.  69, 
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done  in  order  to  affect  the  election,  where  there  is  an  intention  in 
the  mind  of  the  candidate  or  the  agent  to  produce  that  effect^  it  is 
corrupt  treating,  and  the  seat  ought  to  be  vacated." 

A«  to  costs,  he  said : — 

**  I  see  no  reason  to  depart  from  the  general  rule  applicable  to  ^^'<wt8- 
of  this  sort  that  the  costs  should  follow  the  event" 


CASE    IV. 

BOROUGH  OF  WATERFORD. 

Before  Rt.  Hon.  Mb.  Baron  HuoHESy  April  21,  1870. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Condon  and  (VShea. 
Re^HmdejU :  Mr.  R.  Bemal  Osborne. 
CounsdfoT Petitioners:  Mr.  Ryan,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Monahan. 

Agent :  Mr.  ColL 
Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Sergeant  Armstrong,  ;  Mr.  Hackett. 

Agent :  Mr.  Edmund  Power. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c, 
but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  charges  of  undue  influence  by  landlords,  by  employers,  and 
by  persons  in  authority,  of  spiritual  intimidation  and  of  treating 
were  all  abandoned,  and  the  Petitioners  at  the  end  of  the  case 
relied  only  on  the  charges  of  colourable  payments  and  corrupt 
offers  said  to  have  been  made  by  agents  of  the  Respondent,  but 
the  evidence  in  support  of  these  charges  was  held  unworthy  of 
belief. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 
Particulars :  Upon  the  name  of  one  Sherlock  being  mentioned,  it  was  ob- 

jected that  his  name  was  not  in  the  particulars. 

Mr.  Monaltan : — "  We  will  ask  to  be  allowed  to  add  his  name, 
if  necessary." 

Serjeant  Armstrong  : — "  The  practice  is,  for  the  attorney  to  be 
sworn  before  a  name  can  be  added." 


amendment  of. 
(1)  194. 
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Mr.  Baron  Hughes  : — "  It  cannot  be  done  as  a  matter  of  course, 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  I  will  not  shut  out  any  evidence  that  could 
be  ^ven,  unless  I  see  clearly  that  it  would  be  taking  some  unfair 
advantage  of  the  opposite  party.  What  we  did  on  the  last  trial 
bere  was  this  :  when  a  name  was  mentioned  as  an  important  name, 
-which  was  not  in  the  particulars,  notice  was  required  to  be  served 
for  the  next  morning  to  amend  in  respect  of  that  particular  name, 
and  then  inquiry  w&s  made,  on  the  oath  of  the  attorney  as  to  when 
he  heard  the  name  first." 


in 


Evidence  was  tendered  to  shew  that  one  Dr.  Scott  had  offered  Offer  of  seat 
to  vacate  his  seat  in  the  Town  Council  in  favour  of  one  Clampett,  y^^  ^^^  * 
if  Clampett  would  vote  for  the  Respondent  p^-^  Act 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent,  that  the  office  of  1864,  b.  2  (2). 
town  councillor  was  not  an  office  within  the  meaning  of  the  Cor-  ^^ 
rupt  Practices  Prevention  Act  1854,  s.  2  (2). 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — "  On  the  72. 
law  of  the  case  it  appears  to  me,  as  at  present  advised,  that  the 
office  of  town  councillor  is  an  office  within  the  terms  and  the 
spirit  of  the  Act  I  think  it  is  just  such  an  office  as  could  be 
abused  in  the  way  contemplated  by  the  Act.  It  is  an  office  of 
honour  and  dignity,  and  the  natural  and  fair  object  of  the  reason- 
able ambition  of  many  electoi*s.  If  I  had  a  doubt  on  the  subject, 
and  it  became  necessary  to  decide  it,  I  would  reserve  it  for  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  but  I  have  no  doubt." 

In  the  report  of  the  judge  as  to  the  previous  election,  dated  Effect  of 
February  2,  1870,  one  Clampett  was  reported  as  having  been  liSSer  Pari  El. 
guilty  of  corrupt  practices.  ^g*  ^®^^'  ■* 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — "  What  43. 
is  the  effect  of  the  report  of  Clampett  for  corrupt  practices  ?  It 
is  a  judgment  of  guilt  against  him  for  a  misdemeanour,  just  as  if 
be  had  been  tried  at  the  Assizes  and  found  guilty  of  larceny  ;  it  is 
a  civil  disqualification  of  him  for  any  office  or  public  employment, 
and  it  even  deprives  him  of  his  franchise  as  an  elector.'*  * 

♦  But  see  Bewdley  Case,  vol.  L  176,  where  Blackbuni,  J.,  held  the  reverse 
of  tlii«.  See  also  Report  from  the  Select  Committee  on  Corrupt  Piactices, 
oidered  by  House  of  Commons  to  be  printed,  June  23,  1870. 
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At  the  close  of  the  Respondent's  case. 
Evidence  may        Mr.  Baron  HuGHES  said  as  follows : — "  If  any  document  is  re- 
to  the  kt^"^  quired  to  be  produced  on  either  side,  or  if  either  side  ask  that  a 
moment  of  the   witness  should  be  examined  in  order  to  throw  further  light  upon 
(2)  855*  these  matters,  I  shall  be  quite  ready  to  receive  the  evidence  up  to 

the  last  moment  I  leave  the  town.  We  only  close  the  evidence 
now  in  form  ;  but  up  to  the  last  moment  I  shall  be  ready  to  hear 
anything ;  I  will  shut  out  nothing." 

Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
duly  elected. 

As  to  the  principles  upon  which  evidence  should  be  tested,  he 
said : — 

How  truth  of         "  ^  ^^^y  ^D^i^  ^^^  thoroughly  adopt  the  propositions  stated  by 
evidence  jjj.  Monahan  in  his  reply,  viz.,  that  this  Court  ou£:ht  not  to  expect 

should  be  ,  . 

tested.  the  disclosure  of  corrupt  transactions  by  pure  and  untainted  wit- 

^^  nesses  ;  and  further,  that  this  Court  is  not  to  discredit  one  corrupt 

witness  simply  because  he  is  contradicted  by  another  corrupt  wit- 
ness. The  Judge  must  look  to  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  and 
must  decide  which  is  most  likely  to  be  telling  the  truth,  having 
regard  to  the  known  character,  the  present  and  future  interests  of 
the  witnesses,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  give  their  evidence  in 
Court." 
As  to  costs  he  said : — 
Costs.  "  Costs  follow  the  event." 


CASE  V. 

BOEOUGH  OF  BEISTOL. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  Mat  23,  1870. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Brett  and  others. 

Respondent:  Mr.  E.  S.  Robinson. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  O'Malley,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Serjeant  Sleigh  ;  Mr. 

Woodforde  Ffookes. 

Agent:  Mr.  P.  Gilbert. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  J.  O.  Griffits  ; 

Hon.  £.  Chandos  Leigh. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Gwyn  and  Westhorpe. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  &c.,  and 
also  an  allegation  of  bribery  at  a  preliminary  test  ballot. 

The  evidence  adduced  in  support  of  the  charge  of  bribery  and 
treating  was  insufficient  to  establish  a  case,  but  it  was  proved  that 
corrupt  treating  had  taken  place  at  the  test  ballot ;  and  upon  the 
point  being  reserved  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  say  whether 
such  treating  ought  to  invalidate  the  election,  the  Court  decided 
that  it  ought,  and  the  election  was  consequently  held  void. 

Before  the  commencement  of  the  case, 

Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine,  for  the  Respondent,  complained  that  Application  at 
the  order  for  particulars  had  been  most  insufficiently  complied  furth^Mj^- 
with,  and,  unless  sufficient  information  was  riven  by  Petitioner's  *>c^*^*"  no* 

granted,  but 

counsel  in  his  opening,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  meet  the  charges  adjournment 
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if  necessary,      raised  against  the  Respondent,  he  asked  for  an  adjournment  in 
^™™  order  to  enable  inquiries  to  be  made.     He  fuilher  asked  that  all 

evidence  might  be  excluded,  except  such  evidence  as  might  be 
applicable  to  particulars  properly  given. 

Mr.  OMalUy,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  Petitioners,  gave  no 
names  of  either  bribers  or  bribees. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  therefore  repeated  his  complaint  as  to 
the  insufficiency  of  the  particulars  delivered,  and  asked  his  Lard- 
ship,  before  hearing  any  evidence,  to  order  particulars  to  be  giyen 
forthwith  of  those  cases  of  bribery  and  treating  which  the  Peti- 
tioners were  about  to  prove. 

Mr.  O'MaXley  protested  against  any  further  order  for  particulars 
being  made. 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  said  he  did  not  think  he  could  now  make 
any  further  order,  inasmuch  as  a  list  of  bribees  had  already  been 
furnished.  Whether,  if  the  application  had  been  made  dt  nm, 
he  should  have  ordered  a  more  specific  list,  was  another  matter: 
However,  if  any  detriment  should  be  done  to  the  Respondent  by 
more  particular  particulars  not  having  been  supplied  in  the  fiist 
instance,  a  remedy  would  have  to  be  found  for  it  in  an  adjourn- 
ment, and  in  the  imposition  of  costs  upon  the  other  side  if  the 
adjourament  was  necessitated  by  their  omission  to  furnish  foil 
particulars. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 
Evidence  how         It  was  objected  that  the  name  of  a  person  alleged  to  have  been 
fer  admiasible,   bribed  was  not  in  the  particulars  delivered. 

II  name  not  in  -^ 

particulars.  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  : — "I  do  not  like  to  shut  out  any  evidence. 

^  ^  It  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  order,  but  I  shall  not  disallow  it, 

because  as  there  is  no  jury,  I  should  prefer  to  hear  the  evidence; 
and  if  I  see  any  improper  prejudice  towards  the  Respondent,  1 
shall  know  how  to  deal  with  it." 
Aftei*wards  he  added  as  to  this  : — 

(2)  839.  "  If  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  suppression  of  the  name 

has  been  wilful,  I  shall  know  what  value  to  put  upon  the  rest  of 
the  evidence  given  as  to  this  matter  ;  and  if  I  find  that  any  injury 
has  been  sustained  by  the  Respondent,  I  must  endeavour  t-o  make 
amends  to  him  in  some  way  or  other,  by  giving  him  every  opp^'* 
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ity  of  making  inquiry  into  the  case  ;  but,  as  at  present  advised, 
m  resolved  to  admit  the  evidence." 

Jpon  a  case  of  bribery  being  gone  into  before  the  agency  of  the 

berhad  been  proved, 

tf  r.  Baron  Bramwell  said  : — "  I  certainly  deprecate  proofs  of  When  bribery 

mftv  be 

s  done  by  a  person  whom  there  would  be  little  hope  of  proving  gone  into 
be  an  agent ;  because,  although  the  Judge,  in  his  capacity  as  ^^"^^^"^^ 
yman,  might  endeavour  to  weed  it  out  of  his  mind,  a  small  (3)  3. 
rtion  of  prejudice  may  remain  ;  and  although  the  statute*  says 
it  you  may,  unless  the  Judge  otherwise  orders,  prove  bribery 
fore  agency,  it  is  desirable  that  the  proof  should  not  be  given 
less  there  is  a  reasonable  expectation  of  proving  the  agency 
ierwards." 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  postponed  granting  his 

rtificate,  and  reserved  the  question  of  costs  until  the  Court  of 

mmon  Pleas  t  had  decided  the  point  reserved  by  him  as  to  treat- 

f  at  the  test  ballot 

is  to  reserving  a  point  of  law  under  s.  12  of  the  Parliamentary 

actions  Act  1868,  he  said : — 

'The  12th  section  says,  *  If  it  shall  appear  to  the  Judge  at  the  Point  of  law 

now  to  be 

lI  of  the  petition  that  any  question  of  law  requires  the  further  reserved, 
sideration  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (and  it  does  so  ap- 
kT  to  me  in  this  case),  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Judge 
.  .  to  reserve  any  such  question  or  questions  in  like  manner 
questions  are  usually  reserved  by  a  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius.'  We 
know  how  that  is  done.  The  verdict  is  for  the  one  party  or  the 
er,  and  then  the  party  against  whom  the  verdict  is  directed 
ves  to  set  it  aside  and  get  a  verdict  for  himself.  Another  way, 
^hich  questions  are  reserved,  is  to  make  a  special  case  of  them  ; 
» in  substance  there  ought  to  be  no  difficulty ;  and  if  the  learned 
usel  will  agree  upon  any  way  in  which  it  should  be  done,  I  will 
it  in  that  way,  unless  I  see  any  reason  against  it." 
tfr.  O'Malley : — "  The  best  way  will  be  for  your  Lordship  to 
te  a  special  case  upon  which  we  could  go  to  the  Court." 

♦  Parliamentary  Elections  Act  1868,  s.  17. 
t  The  Court  decided  the  election  to  be  void. 
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Mr.  Serjeant  Ballaniine : — '  Tear  Lcmiship  will  allow  us  to  see 
yoa  at  Chambers  before  the  caaae  is  finally  settled,  so  that  if  any 
matter  ooctmred  to  either  of  as  we  might  make  a  suggestion." 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  : — '^  Yes."  * 


*  The  cue  as  stated  for  the  o|Kiiioi&  of  the  Court  of  Conmion  Pleas,  together 
with  a  fall  report  of  the  aigmnenti  of  coonsel  and  the  judgment  of  the  Comt, 
is  to  he  foundmBnU  t.  BMntomy  L.  B.  5  C  P.  500. 
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CASE  VI. 

COUNTY  OF  TIPPERARY. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  Mat  27,  1870. 


Petitioners :  Messrs.  Mackay  and  (^Connor. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Heron,  Q.C. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Purcell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Porter. 

Agent :  Mr.  John  Joseph  Hickie. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong ;  Mr.  Crean. 

Agent :  Mr.  James  Kilkelly. 


The  petition  alleged  bribery,  treating,  undue  influence,  and  in- 
terruption of  telegrams,  both  by  the  Respondent  himself,  and  by 
his  agents.     It  contained  also  allegations  with  regard  to  the  dis- 
qualification and  personation  of  voters. 

At  the  hearing  all  the  charges  were  abandoned,  except  those  of 
t     hribery  and  undue  influence  by  agents,  and  the  evidence  as  to 
these  was  held  insufficient  to  establish  a  case. 

t 

I" 

\        Mr.  Baron  Hughes,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
duly  elected. 
Aa  to  the  influence  of  Roman  Catholic  priests,  he  said  : — 
**A  priest's  true  influence  ought  to  be  like  a  landlord's  true  in-  Clergy,  legiti- 
fluence,  springing  from  the  same  sources,  mutual  respect  and  fluenceof. 
*^gard,  sympathy  for  troubles  or  losses,  sound  advice,  generous  ^8. 
^^^istance,  and  kind  remonstrance.     And  where  these  exist,  a 
P^est  can  exercise  his  just  influence  without  denunciation,  and  the 
^^^dlord  can  use  his  just  influence  without  threat  or  violence.    A 
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priest  is  entitled,  as  well  as  any  other  subject,  to  have  his  political 
opinions,  and  to  exercise  his  legitimate  influence  legitimately.  It 
is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  on  a  man  taking  holy  orders  he  ceases 
to  be  a  citizen,  or  ceases  to  be  clothed  with  all  the  privileges  and 
rights  of  a  citizen.  But  a  priest  has  no  privilege  to  violate  or 
abuse  the  law ;  he  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  other  subjects.  He  may  exercise  his  own  privileges, 
but  he  must  forbear  in  respect  of  others.  It  is  also  a  mistake  to 
suppose  that  every  act  of  a  priest  is  a  spiritual  act ;  an  assault  by 
a  priest  is  simply  an  assault,  and  not  priestly  intimidation ;  and 
the  assault  of  a  priest  can  and  ought  to  be  resented  and  prosecuted 
and  punished  like  any  other  individual'* 
Costs  followed  the  event. 


CASE  VII. 

BOROUGH  OF  BRECON. 

Before  Mb.  Justiob  Byleb,  Sept.   14,  1870. 


Petitioners  :  Messrs.  Overton  and  Main  waring. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Gwyn  Holford. 

The  Petitioners  appeared  in  person. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :   Mr.  Browne. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Carlisle  and  OrdelL 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  ice, 
but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

Before  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  an  application  for  leave  to 
mthdraw  had  been  made,  but  as  it  v^as  not  made  in  time,  the 
case  proceeded  in  the  usual  way.  At  the  hearing  no  evidence 
was  offered,  and  consequently  the  petition  was  dismissed,  and  the 
Respondent  declared  duly  elected. 

After  the  Court  had  been  opened, 

One  of  the  Petitioners,  Overton,  stated   tliat  he  had  given  Procednnin 
instructions  to  withdraw  the  petition,  and  he  understood  that  it  S^appU^Uon 
had  been  withdrawn,  and  that  he  was  not  now  prepared  to  offer  ^  ^thdraw 

^     ^  petition. 

any  evidence.  (X)  2. 

In  corroboration  of  his  statement  he  tendered  affidavits  which 
he  and  the  other  Petitioner  and  their  Parliamentary  Agent  had 

TOf«.  II.  D 
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made  on  the  previous  day  in  the  usual  form  under  the  Act*  as  to 
the  reasons  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Justice  Byles  : — "  I  should  prefer  that  the  evidence  given 
here  should  be  given  viva  voce,  and  subject  to  cross-examination. 
Therefore  I  think  it  better,  if  you  do  not  object,  that  you  and 
the  other  Petitioner  should  be  sworn.  Then  your  affidavit  will 
be  read  as  part  of  the  case,  and  the  adverse  counsel  may  ask  yon 
any  questions  he  thinks  fit." 

Messrs.  Overton  and  Mainwaring  were  then  sworn,  and  their 
affidavits  read. 

(1)  30.  Mr.  Justice  Byles  : — "  There  must  be  five  clear  days  after 

notice  for  any  one  to  come  in  that  thinks  fit,  the  Petitioner  being 
a  trustee  for  the  whole  body  of  voters  for  the  borough  and  for  the 
public  generally,  and  he  cannot  withdraw  unless  he  compUeswith 
the  provisions  of  the  Statute,!  which  in  this  case,  without  anj 
corrupt  intention  but  by  an  oversight,  he  has  omitted  to  do.  1 
take  this  opportunity  of  saying  in  the  first  instance  that  I  have 
not  adopted  the  course  of  coming  down  here  without  having 
recourse  to  judges  whose  experience  in  election  matters  is  much 
greater  than  mine,  and  their  opinion  coincided  with  mine  that 
this  arrangement  cannot  take  place  except  in  open  Court,  and 
subject  to  cross-examination." 
The  petition  was  then  declared  dismissed. 

Mr.  Justice  Byles,  in  his  judgment,!  declared  the  Kespondent 
duly  elected.  After  stating  that  the  petition  had  been  already 
dismissed,  he  said  that  there  still  remained  two  questions  to  be 
disposed  of,  one  with  respect  to  costs,  and  the  other  as  to  the 
report  he  should  make  to  the  Speaker. 
Costs.  As  to  the  question  of  costs,  he  said, 

(2)  3.  "  The  usual  rule  is  that  costs  should  abide  the  event,  and  the 

precise  question  now  is  whether  there  be  anything  before  the 
Court  to  induce  it  to  engraft  in  this  case  an  exception  upon  that 
general  rule.    Now,  no   doubt  a  suspicion  might  have  ariseOi 

•  ParL  EL  Act,  1868,  Rule  XLV. 
t  PaiL  El.  Act,  1868,  s.  35,  and  Rules  XLV.— XLIX. 
t  This  judgment  was  delivered  on  the  moining  after  the  petition  had  beeo 
heard  and  dismissed. 
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since  by  somebody,  and  prima  fade  no  doubt  by  the  Petitioner, 
(whether  or  not  with  the  connivance  of  the  Respondent),  a  very 
irregular  course  has  been  taken  with  respect  to  the  withdrawal  of 
this  petition.  The  Act*  of  Parliament  is  clear  that  when  a  man 
has  once  become  a  Petitioner  he  cannot  withdraw  from  the 
petition  until  he  has  given  several  days'  notice  of  withdrawal,  so 
that  another  person  may,  if  he  thinks  fit,  come  in  and  stand  in>his 
place.  The  Act  says,  '  An  election  petition  shall  not  be  with- 
drawn without  the  leave  of  the  Court  or  a  judge,'  and  an  indis- 
pensable prerequisite  then  is  to  apply  for  the  leave  of  the  judge. 
But  a  Petitioner  cannot  even  apply  for  the  leave  of  a  judge  until 
lie  has  given  the  regular  notices  prescribed  by  the  Act.  Now,  in 
this  case  all  these  prerequisites  have  been  neglected,  and  even 
the  notice  which  was  published  states  that  which  is  not  correct, 
for  it  states  that '  the  above  Petitioners  have  on  the  10th  day  of 
September,  1870,  lodged  at  the  Master's  oflBce  notice  of  an 
application  to  withdraw  the  petition.'  Now,  as  a  fact,  no  such 
notice  was  lodged,  but  I  do  not  think  this  mis-statement  is  any- 
thing more  than  a  mistake.  Upon  the  whole,  after  taking  a  great 
deal  of  time  to  deliberate  upon  the  matter,  I  owe  it  to  the  parties 
to  say  that  the  suspicions  which  imdoubtedly  were  raised  in  my 
mind  by  all  these  irregularities  have  been  removed,  and  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  neither  were  the  Petitioners  induced 
by  any  corrupt  motive  to  commit  the  irregularities  which  they 
undoubtedly  did  commit,  nor  that  the  Respondent  had  any  cor- 
rupt intention ;  but  it  seems  to  have  been  a  misreading  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  a  mistake  or  accident  such  as  may  possibly 
hsLve  arisen  even  in  former  cases.  That  being  so,  I  see  no 
sufficient  reason  why  the  costs  should  not  abide  the  event  as 
usual ;  I  therefore  order  the  Petitioners  to  pay  the  costs  of  this 
inquiry. 

•  Pari  El.  Act,  s.  36,  and  Rule  XLIX. 
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CASE  VIII. 

BOEOUGH  OF  SHREWSBURY. 

Bbfobe  Mr.  Baron  Chankell,  Dsa  0,  1870. 


Petition&rs :  Messrs.  Buttress  and  others. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Douglas  Straight 

Counul  for  Petitioners  :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine;  Hon.  £.  Chandos 

Agents :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 

Counsel  for  Respondent : 
Mr.  H.  Giffard,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Poland ;  Mr.  Montague  Williams. 

Agent :  Mr.  F.  C.  Greenfield. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribeiy,  undue 
influence,  and  intimidation,  but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  evidence  that  was  given  in  support  of  the  petition  iailed 
to  establish  a  case. 

Mr.  Baron  Channell,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Bespon- 
dent  duly  elected. 

On  the  question  of  what  will  constitute  agency,  he  said  :— 
How  far  can-         ««i  do  not  apprehend  that  agency  is  established  by  merely 

Tassing  consti-  •      i  i 

tutes  agency,     shewing  that  a  particular  person  has  gone  about  with  a  candidate 
^*'  and  has  canvassed.     Canvassing  will  only  afford  premises  from 

which  a  judge,  discharging  the  fimctions  of  a  jury,  may  conclude 
that  agency  is  established.  If  a  gentleman  comes  down  to 
canvass  a  borough,  and,  as  a  kind  of  guarantee  for  his  respect- 
ability, is  introduced  to  the  voters  .by  persons  of  station  and 
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sition  in  the  borough^  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  canvassing, 
»ugh  it  would  be  properly  called  canvassing,  would  not  be 
ivassing  within  the  meaning  of  those  words  from  which  I  am 
infer  the  agency  existed.  I  draw  in  my  own  mind  the  widest 
kinction  between  the  kind  of  canvassing  in  the  presence  of  the 
ididate  and  canvassing  of  such  a  character  as  to  constitute 
ncy.  There  may  be  a  central  committee,  and  a  gentleman 
7  be  chairman  of  that  committee ;  placards  may  be  issued  in 
course  of  the  election,  signed,  not  by  the  candidate  himself, 
by  some  person  representing  him — these  are  acts  which  go 
ond  the  mere  act  of  canvassing,  if  by  that  you  mean  that  the 
ing  member  is  attended  on  his  first  introduction  by  individuals 
)  think  he  is  a  fit  person  to  represent  the  constituency,  and 
oduce  him  accordingly.  I  wish  it  to  be  understood  how  far, 
ny  opinion,  from  mere  canvassing  those  acts  must  be,  from 
ch  you  may  infer  that  kind  of  agency  which  is  to  fix  the 
lidate  with  responsibility  for  the  act  of  the  person  acting  on 
behalf." 

•s  to  avoiding  an  election  on  account  of  a  single  and  insig- 
;ant  act  of  bribery,  he  said : — 

If  an  act  of  bribery  is  clearly  made  out,  and  agency  is  clearly  Effect  on  elec- 
ted, I  am  disposed  to  agree  with  the  dictum  of  my  brother  adTof  bribwy. 
LES,*  even  supposing  it  to  be  a  Uttle  in  opposition  to  that  of  ^3 
brother  Martin,!  and  to  think  that  a  judge  is  not  at  liberty 
eigh  the  importance  of  that  act,  or  to  take  into  consideration 
efiect  it  may  have  had  upon  the  election,  but  he  is  bound  to 
y  the  express  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  without 
g  into  the  question  of  the  comparative  insignificance  of  the 
3f  bribery  which  has  been  proved  to  have  been  committed." 

[>sts  followed  the  event.  Costs. 

ilackbum  caae,  voL  L  202.    See  also  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Hastings  case, 
218. 
•alford  case,  vol.  i.  142. 


CASE   IX. 

BOROUGH  OF  NORWICH. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Keating,  Jan.  4,  1871. 


Petitioner:  Mr.  Stevens. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Jacob  Tillett. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  O'Malley,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  J.  O.  GrifBths. 

Agents:  Messrs.  White,  Renards  and  Floyd. 

Counsel  for  Respondent : 
Mr.  RodwcU,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine ;  Mr.  Sims  Reeye. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Flux  and  Leadbitter. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery,  4^ 
an  allegation  that  the  Respondent  personally  engaged  as  >n 
agent  at  his  election  in  1870  a  person  who  had  been  schednlei 
as  a  briber  under  the  Roval  Commission  which  issued  in  1869, 
and  also,  an  allegation  that  the  Respondent  had  been  guilty » 
bribery  and  treating  by  himself  and  his  agents  at  the  election  i^ 
1868.* 

*  A  rule  was  obtained  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  show  canse  ^1 
this  allegation  should  not  be  struck  out,  on  the  ground  that  the  matteis  alteP 
might  have  been  given  in  evidence  in  support  of  the  recriminatoiy  cmc  in  ^ 
previous  petition,  in  which  the  present  Respondent  was  Petitioner,  and  daiiB^ 
the  seat.  See  Norwich  case,  voL  i.  8.  This  rule,  after  an  elaborate  aignmest, 
was  discharged,  and  the  all^ation  accordingly  retained.  Stevens  v.  TQlettr 
L.R.  6,  C.P.  147. 
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t  was  proved  that  at  the  previous  election  in  1868,  the 
pondent  and  the  other  Liberal  candidate,  Sir  William  Russell, 
esced ;  that  one  Bay,  an  agent  of  Sir  W.  Bussell^  bribed 
iral  voters  to  vote  for  both  the  Liberal  candidates.  In  con- 
lence  of  the  coalition,  the  Respondent  became  liable  for  the 
of  Sir  W.  Russell's  agents,  and  his  subsequent  election  in 

0  was  accordingly  held  void. 

Ividence  was  given  to  prove  that  the  Respondent  had  per- 
illy  employed  as  an  agent  a  scheduled  briber,  contrary  to  the 
dsions  of  Parliamentary  Election  Act,  1868,  s.  44,  but  it  was 
sufficient  to  establish  a  case.  Evidence  was  also  given  to 
ff  that  persons  had  been  bribed  to  hold  up  their  hands  at  the 
lination ;  but  this  was  not  proved  either. 

1  the  course  of  the  case, 

t  was  proved  that  at  the  election  in  1868,  the  Respondent  Liability  of 
the  other  Liberal  candidate.  Sir  W.  Russell,  coalesced,  that  Ster  coalition 
r  this  coalition,  Ray,  an  agent  of  Sir  W.  Russell,  instructed  '°^^t^  ^^ 

Lacy  to  bribe  several  voters  to  vote  for  the  two  Liberal  agents, 
lidates,  which  he  accordingly  did. 

Ir.  Justice  Keating  said  as  to  this  in  his  judgment, — **  The  53. 
ition  in  which  the  Respondent  was  placed  in  relation  to 
rand  the  other  agents  of  Sir  W.  Russell  by  the  coalition 
50  well  expressed  by  my  brother  Blackburn  in  the  North 
rfolk  case,*  that  I  would  prefer  reading  his  words  to '  using 
own." 

laving  read  the  passage,  he  continued  as  follows : — ''  It  was 
gested  by  Mr.  Rodwell  for  the  Respondent,  that  if  it  should 
ear  that  Ray  did  not  bribe  for  the  Respondent,  but  exclu- 
ly  in  the  interest  of  Sir  W.  Russell  and  against  the 
rest  of  the  Respondent,  then  in  giving  a  bribe  he  could  not 
onsidered  as  the  agent  of  the  Respondent ;  in  other  words, 

the  joint  agency  would  then,  ipso  facto,  terminate.  I  think 
b  were  clearly  established  that  Ray  had  gone  to  a  voter  and, 
ling  to  exclude  the  Respondent,  had  said, — *  I  give  you  this 
►e  to  vote  for  Sir  W.  Russell,  but  not  to  vote  for  Tillett, 
iuse  my  object  is  that  you  should  not  vote  for  Tillett,' — it 

•  Vol.  i.,  240. 


18. 
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might  be  successfully  argued  that  he  was  thereby  detenmning 
the  joint  agency,  and  no  longer  acting  in  the  bribery  as  tk 
Respondent's  agent.     But  that  has  not  been  proved." 

Employment  of  In  support  of  the  charge  of  employing  as  an  agent  a  scheduled 
briber  M^  briber,  it  was  proved  that  one  Ray  was  scheduled  as  a  briber  by 
*^°**  the   Royal   Commissioners   appointed   in   1869  to  inquire  into 

Pari.  KL  Act,  j  rr  ^ 

1868, 8.  44.      corrupt  practices  in  the  borough.     The  Respondent  became  a 
candidate  for  the  borough  in  June,  1870,  and  on  June  16  he 
wrote  to  his  agent  prohibiting  the  employment  of  Ray  as  m 
agent.     It  appears  that  about  that  time  there  were  proceedings 
in   Parliament  for  the   purpose   of  disfranchising  the  persons 
scheduled  by  the  Royal  Commissioners,  and  an  Act  of  Pailia- 
ment,   33   &   34  Vict.    c.   25,   for  that  purpose    received  the 
Royal  Assent  on  July  4,  1870 ;  but  by  s.  2  of  that  Act,  an 
exception  is  made  in  favour  of  Ray  and  another  person  untH 
they  shall  have  been  adjudged  guilty  of  bribery  by  a  competent 
tribunal.     Shortly  after  June  16  it  became  known  to  the  Respon- 
dent that  Ray  was  to  be  thus  exempted  from  the  operation  of 
the  Act,  and  on  June  25  the  Respondent  wrote  an  article  in  a 
local  paper,  of  which  he  was  himself  the  editor,  headed,  "  Tardy 
Justice  to  Mr.  Ray,'*  which,   after  alluding  to  the  fact  of  to 
exemption   under  this  Act,  concluded  thus  : — "  We  congratulate 
Mr.  Ray  upon  the  fresh  opportunities  now  accorded  to  him  to 
serve  his  party  with  all  his  former  zeal,  and  without  either  risk 
or  reproach.'*     Thereupon  Ray  commenced  active  exertions  with 
reference  to  the  election,  and  though  he  did  not  actually  canvasSi 
yet  he  publicly  and  ostentatiously  exerted  himself  in  favour  ^ 
the  Respondent.     The  Respondent,  however,  when  called  as  * 
witness,  stated  that  he  had  not  in  any  way  authorised  Ray  to 
make  these  exei-tions  on  his  behalf,  that  he  had  no  knowledgT^ 
whatever  that  they  were  being  made,  and  that  he  never  intend^ 
to  recognize  him  in  any  way  as  his  agent. 

Mr.  Justice  Keating  in  his  judgment  said  as  to  this, — "  Tb^ 
44th  section  of  the  Act  requires,  in  order  to  avoid  an  election* 
that  the  candidate  should  be  proved  to  have  personally  engage^f 
the  party  as  canvasser  or  agent,  and  I  quite  agree  with  the  cx)n' 
struction   which   was   put   upon    that   section    by   Mr.  Justice 
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Eickbum  in  the  North  Norfolk  case.*  I  quite  agree  that 
hough  it  is  not  required  that  the  candidate  should  have 
rsonally  engaged  the  scheduled  man  in  the  sense  there 
erred  to,  yet  he  must  be  proved  to  have  been  personally 
^nizant  of,  and  to  have  sanctioned  his  appointment  or  his 
ing  as  his  agent,  in  order  to  bring  him  within  this  section, 
idoubtedly  in  this  case  there  is  strong  evidence  to  show  that 
2  Respondent,  if  he  had  knowledge  of  the  acts  of  Ray,  sanc- 
ned  those  acts.  It  appears  that  Ray's  proceedings  were 
blic  and  ostentatious;  he  published  a  placard  in  which  he 
'erred  persons  who  were  engaged  in  registration  matters  to  the 
jspondent's  committee-room.  I  do  not  find  it  proved  that 
3re  was  any  public  repudiation  of  that  on  the  part  of  the 
ispondent,  therefore  there  no  doubt  are  circumstances  in  this 
36  to  bring  the  Respondent  within  the  construction  of  the 
le  which  I  have  mentioned,  were  it  not  that  the  Respondent 
mself  yas  called,  and  swore  that  he  had  no  knowledge  what- 
er  of  the  efforts  made  by  Ray  on  his  behalf,  and  that  he  never 
tended  to  recognize  him  as  his  agent." 

Mr.  Justice  Keating  in  his  judgment  declared  the  election 

id  on  the  ground  of  bribery  by  agents. 

As  to  an  election  being  avoided  by  a  single  act  of  bribery,  he  Effect  of  a 

*3  , single  act  of 

•  bribery  upon 

"It  seems  hard  at  first  sight  that  a  single  act  of  bribery  should  *^«  election. 
>id  an  election ;  but  when  an  act  of  bribery  is  committed  the 
ole  election  of  the  party  bribing  is  tainted.     It  is  no  longer 
election ;  it  is  utterly  void.     On  this  point  I  would  refer  to 

learned  judgment  of  my  brother  Willes  in  the  Blackburn 
B,t     This  result  may  be  imdoubtedly  a  cruel  consequence  of 

law  of  agency  as  applicable  to  elections ;  it  is,  however,  a 

"  that  arises  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  and  is  well  put  by 

Earned  Scotch  judge.  Lord  Barcaple,  in  the  Greenock  case,! 

exposition  which  was  approved  by  my  brother  Blackburn 

•eTwards.^S 

•  VoL  L,  238.  t  Vol.  i.,  201,  202.  J  VoL  i.,  251. 

§  In  the  North  Norfolk  case,  vol.  i.,  240. 
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Effect  of 

bribing  persons   i^         -^ 

to  hold  up  their  "^  saia  . — 

hands  at  the 
nomination. 

35. 


As  to  bribing  men  to  hold  up  their  hands  at  the  nominauon, 


Costs. 

78. 


"If  it  were  proved  that  a  candidate  or  his  agent  hired  men  to 
attend  the  nomination,  and  to  hold  up  their  hands  upon  the 
occasion,  my  impression  decidedly  is  that  it  would  be  illegal,  and 
would  avoid  the  election.  If  that  had  been  proved  before  me, 
the  point  being  a  new  one,  I  shoiild  have  thought  it  my  duty  to 
reserve  that  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas." 

As  to  costs  he  said  : — 

*'  Generally  speaking  no  doubt  the  rule  prevails  that  costs 
should  follow  the  event,  but  in  this  case  I  am  not  at  all  satisfied 
with  the  particulars  delivered ;  they  are  most  unnecessarilj 
voluminous*  and  calculated  undoubtedly  to  increase  expense. 
There  are  also  circumstances  connected  with  this  case  that,  in 
my  opinion,  bring  it  very  closely  and  clearly  within  the  Stafford 
case.!  In  that  case,  my  brother  Blackburn  was  placed  nearly  in 
the  position  in  which  I  am  in  now.  He  felt  himself  compelled 
to  unseat  Mr.  Pochin,  a  gentleman  who  had  gone  down  to  a 
corrupt  borough  with  the  intention,  if  he  possibly  could,  to 
cleanse  it,  but  who  in  the  attempt  to  accomplish  that  laudable 
object  not  only  failed,  but  by  an  imprudent  act  of  an  agent, 
became  liable  for  that  act,  but  my  brother  Blackburn,  while  he 
felt  himself  imder  the  necessity  of  unseating  Mr.  Pochin,  looked 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  he  looked  to  the  feel- 
ing that  was  exhibited  and  to  the  purity  which  had  govened 
the  intentions  of  Mr.  Pochin  in  that  case.  The  present  case 
bears  so  strong  an  analogy  to  that  case,  that  I  do  not  think 
that  I  could  satisfactorily  distinguish  between  them»  so  as  to 
make  any  other  order  than  that  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Blackbnm 
upon  that  occasion.  I  shall  therefore  direct  that  each  party  pay 
their  own  costs. 


•  See  per 


Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  Hereford  case,  voL  i,  196. 
t  VoL  i.,  234. 


CASE   X. 

BOEOUGH  OF  BRECON. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Lush,  Mat  8,  1871. 


Petitioners:    Richard  Watkins  and  J.  Watkins. 

Respondent :  Mr.  James  Price  Qwyn  Holford. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Hon.  K  Chandos  Leigh. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 
Counsel  for  Respondents :  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Montagu  Williams. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Carlyle  and  OrdelL 


The  petition  alleged  that  the  Respondent  was  by  himself 
md  other  persons  on  his  behalf  guilty  of  bribery,  treating  and 
indue  influence  after  the  said  election,  and  for  a  sixth  allegation 
'that  after  the  said  election  and  return,  and  within  28  days 
>efore  the  presentation  of  this  petition  the  Respondent  by  hinx- 
ielf  and  by  others,  with  his  privity  and  on  his  account,  corruptly 
{ave  and  provided  in  pursuance  of  such  corrupt  practices  meat, 
Irink,  entertainment,  and  provision  on  Friday,  September  80, 
1870,  at  Bickland,  in  the  county  of  Brecon,  to  certain  voters  on 
account  of  such  voters  having  voted  for  him." 

It  was  proved  that  after  the  dismissal  of  a  petition  which  had 
^^n  presented  against  the  return  of  the  Respondent,  an  enter- 
^iunent  was  given  by  the  mother  of  the  Respondent,  but  with 
^  knowledge  and  concurrence,  to  a  large  number  of  persons, 
^ong  whom  were  many  who  had  voted  for  the  Respondent  at 
^s  election,  and  some  of  whom  had  voted  against  him.     It  was 


i^  FT.TCTioy  PEnncwa 

2%iZ,  lirtwiwnr.  jcrvcA  tfast  this  entertiimBait  had  beoi  oifntinwrf 
<i:  ivfw  xbiiiudn  of  till  Biter  the  elecdoa  was  over,  neither  vw il 
iCi*^^»L  -Uiic  ttTT  KQch  eDtertainmeni  had  erv^r  been  giroi  befin^ 
«c  'Uuu  i:  ^'uf  jxftfmdf^d  therelrr  to  ijAmeace  the  vaCera  at  a  fatut 

Xi*    rTUsOira  I.t'sCe:.  XL  iiif  jndcmsis.  declared  the  Besponiai 

iiU7  ufc«;%*i,  laiL  «iuL  af  iiJloiK*  : — 
TpTriMait  '  -^^^^    mtrtHiia  Taiiii  3  iiaw^  ii    ieiyrmiiM  is  whether  tti 

un-j  UK  tansrsimmttnt:  sr^'ta.   i^  Srs*.  tnrrrr  H-^^^Ubrd  on  September  SB^ 

uiii.iii]t«t«(l7  TOIL  lUs  inu^Tik*[i£a  md.  coucnueace  of  the  sitdif 
j[iHmii»tr  '*i  i  Ursft  iimiiitg  ir  jessana^  unongBt  whan  mn 
1111117  T!iit  .luiL  ^iTcifL  iir  -iitL  IcfirDumient  at  the  hst  eleetioii,  ui 
aiiUK  if  ThiiUL  imi  "^iTiei.  usumfc  'Tim,  was  such  a  tretting  a 
r^  aiu*«L  "iiiH  -ti'iiftTiiiii.  Tim-  ih  I  'Mdiere.  the  first  case  whidi  in 
ur.i^ji.  if  I  if^Tt^ni.n  n.imiieiL  inioL  Teanng  after  an  electioiL  Hi 
l*ir!iiuii  *x».*  ruiftft  itL  17  jr^  imiiitir  Balbaitmey  tamed  npM 
T  fv  -i  Vj*r^.  t.,  i^\^  ^  -2!L  im£  'ill^  3e!&  bimight  it  within  the  lOj 
▼•  kr-ui>  ift  ▼'>il  tft  '^  lii'i^jLuiK  jmamun  Jt  diat  Act,  bat  the  tm 
u.**5f  u;f:  v.iii^jt  ';;ii%  ifiinx:  aircr  ji  gttisciini.  EEaving,  therefore,* 
inTUi. 17:1:7  1;  jniita  3it^.  I  !iii^*?i  ^  iiH.*^sr;am  mr  myseif  what  is  Ae 
limt  ;t  'sr>Atiiur  -vnii^n.  -liie  LiHSfiiflcnre  :nBant  to  prtrfiibitlijAe 
jimrtP  iiur:  .t  *.  i  .f  IT  II  It  "^iTi  !.  lOi. 

-  li  J*  liKJir,  1n.1i  TLiOi^t  JUS  itHHi  autre  than  once  deciddtt 
■isis  "iut  v^.r-L  '  v.rrrpii7  ji^-^flns  -iie  xhoie  section,  so  thatvU 
"jm  A.^1:  !Mir^m:niLiir^^»f  imi  "n>ir<:-is>  ^  it^aul  is,  not  treating  sinflf 
;init  -rmiiiit  r^OT^'L  "•:  i:s  !iiini'.THr  mil  jiiject,  bat  eorTiq>t  treit' 
jur^  :iia£  is.  ^T^oniiKr  ttci  1  jmi  notivH,  t7«ating  with  an  oljeet 
:uiii  nnrpr.fie  -whinh.  'die  Iii^  temrnni'tfa^  mil  liesres  to  pot  down. 
■^  Li  -Ftias.  riien,  ii:»is  .irmnt:  ^srsacng  vziyen  after  the  dectkfi 
<!(}nsist  ?  I*  is  •iiisj  ^gumah  *3  iGice  Ttmc  wviold  be  corropt  treitoj 
heii:r«5  *:iie  •»ii*f!tii:n.  InjUitii  ^e  Ajt:  itself  Jeltnes  it;  bntwW 
is  uhat  iMr^iEkin-s  -vhifii  mxisz  emkir  intu  tie  treating  in  order  to 
malri>  is  -lompt  -visii  r»iter**m!e  uo  in  election  which  is  OTcr  ii» 
post,  when  in  'lan  ni^  LuOiier  inJuemre  die  ^jidng  or  haTe  any  effect 
Tpon  the  electii}n  ? 

•  2  ?.  S.  4  D.  r»). 

♦  P'-r  Blacknimu  J-  vnL  :..  I'.).  71.  2-t2  :   mii  O'Briem  J.,  voLi.  365. 
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'  I  do  not  agree  with  my  brother  Ballantine  that  treating  with 
iew  to  attach  the  voters  to  the  candidate  and  secure  their 
rare  support  is  within  this  branch  of  the  section.  Treating  for 
cb  a  purpose  may  peril  the  future  election  which  it  is  designed 
influence,  but  we  are  now  dealing  with  a  past  election,  and  the 
eating  charged  is  therefore  a  proceeding  which  reflects  back  and 
lints  that  bygone  election.  Nor  can  it  be  the  merely  giving  an 
dtertainment  as  an  expression  of  gratitude,  or  by  way  of  reward- 
ig  the  voters.  So  to  hold  would  be  to  give  no  meaning  to  the 
rord  *  corruptly,'  for  the  Act  says  that  the  offence  shall  consist, 
At  iu  the  mere  giving  meat,  drink,  &c.,  to  a  voter  *  on  account 
f  his  having  voted,*  but  the  doing  so  corruptly  on  accoimt  of 
lis  having  voted.  And  this  agrees  with  the  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  102, 
.  22,  which  was  repealed  by  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854, 
he  language  of  which  was,  not  rewarding  merely,  but  corruptly  * 
warding  such  person  for  having  voted. 

"  I  am,  therefore,  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  treating 
fhich  the  Act  calls  corrupt  as  regards  a  bygone  election  must  be 
ionnected  with  something  which  preceded  the  election,  must  be 
ihe  complement  of  something  done  or  existing  before  and  calcu- 
flted  to  influence  the  voter  while  the  vote  was  in  his  power.  An 
iivitation  given  before  to  an  entertainment  to  take  place  after- 
wards, or  even  a  promise  to  invite,  or  a  practice  of  giving  enter- 
ainments  after  an  election,  which  it  may  be  supposed  the  voters 
^oidd  calculate  on,  would,  if  followed  up  by  the  treat  afterwards, 
[ive  to  it  the  character  of  corrupt  treating.  But  when  the 
ntertainment  was,  as  it  is  proved  in  this  case  to  have  been,  not 
Bly  not  mentioned,  but  not  even  thought  of  till  after  the  election 
'as  over,  no  such  entertainment  ever  having  been  given  before,  it 
ttmot  in  my  judgment  be  deemed  corrupt  treating  within  the 
leaning  of  the  Act,  if  even  its  object  was,  as  my  brother 
»a]lantine  coptends,  to  gain  a  hold  upon  the  voters  and  secure 
ieir  future  support." 

The  petition  must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  Coste. 


CASE  XI. 

COUNTY  OF  GALWAY. 

Bkforb  Rt.  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Keooh,  April  1,  1672. 


Petttioner:  Captain  TrencL 

RetpondetU :   Captain    Nolan. 

Counsel  for  PetUioner :  Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong ;  Mr.  Murphy,  Q.C. ; 

Mr.  Persse. 

Agent :  Mr.  James  R  Concannon. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  MacDonough,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  MacDermol 

Affsnt :  Mr.  Thomas  Higgins. 


The  petition*  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  treating 
and  intimidation^  and  alleged  further  as  follows  : — 

16.  "  That  by  reason  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  Respondent 
and  his  agents  aforesaid,  and  by  reason  of  each  of  them,  the 
Bespondent  was  disqualified  and  incapacitated  from  being  elected 
as  a  representative  for  the  said  County  of  Galway,  and  his  elec- 
tion and  return  was  illegal  and  void." 

18.  "  Your  Petitioner  did,  on  Feb.  8,  1872,  being  the  day  of 
nomination,  cause  a  notice  to  be  posted  in  the  vicinity  of  Ih^ 
place  of  nomination  for  the  said  County,  and  to  be  advertised  in 
several  of  the  newspapers  published  in  the  said  County,  and  to 
be  extensively  posted  throughout  all  parts  of  the  said  Coontf* 
which  notice  was  in  the  words  and  figures  following : — 

County  Galway  Election,  1872. 
To  the  Electors  of  the  County  of  Qalway. 
Whereas  Captain  John  Philip  Nolan,  a  candidate  for  the 
representation  for  the  Coimty  of  Galway,  at  an  election  now 

*  The  whole  petition  Is  8et  out  at  length  in  the  printed  minuter. 
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at  to  be  held  for  the  said  County,  has,  on  divers  occasions,  by 
self,  his  agents,  and  other  persons  on  his  behalf,  been  guilty 
reating  and  undue  influence  in  relation  to  the  election  afore- 
,  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  said  offences  are  defined 
described  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  18th  year 
ler  present  Majesty,  and  known  as,  The  Corrupt  Practices 
mention  Act,  and  in  the  several  statutes  now  in  force  relating 
he  said  offences,  and  whereas,  by  reason  of  the  said  acts  of 
ting  and  undue  influence,  and  by  reason  of  each  and  singular 
hem,  the  said  John  Philip  Nolan  is  incapacitated  and  dis- 
Lified  from  being  elected  as  a  Member  of  Parliament  for  the 
County.  Now  take  notice,  that  all  votes  given  for  the  said 
Q  Philip  Nolan  at  the  said  election  will  be  thrown  away,  and 
•Uy  null  and  void. 

(Signed)  "  James  B.  Concanon, 

Conducting  Agent  for  Captain  the  Honourable  William 
Le  Poer  Trench,  a  candidate  for  the  representation 
of  the  County  of  Galway  at  the  approaching 
election." 

J.  '*  That  on  Feb.  6,  being  the  day  of  polling  aforesaid,  your 
tioner  caused  a  copy  of  the  said  notice  to  be  served  upon 
I  of  the  electors  before  voting  for  the  Respondent  or  upon  a 
icient  number  of  the  said  electors  to  have  reduced  the  poll  of 
Respondent  below  that  of  the  Petitioner  had  such  electors 
ained  from  voting  for  the  Respondent 

0.  ''  That  a  large  number  of  duly  qualified  electors  of  the  said 
mty  duly  voted  for  Petitioner  at  said  election." 
Jid  the  petition  concluded  by  praying  that  it  might  be 
srmined  that  the  Petitioner  was  duly  elected,  and  ought  to 
e  been  returned,  or  that  the  Respondent  was  not  duly  elected 
etumed,  and  that  the  election  was  void. 

Ividence  was  given  as  to  treating  in  several  cases,  but  in  none 
hem  was  the  charge  proved.  As  to  the  charge  of  spiritual 
midation  by  Roman  Catholic  priests  an  enormous  amount  of 
lence  was  brought  forward,  the  result  of  which  was  that  it 
proved,  as  Mr.  Justice  Keogh  said,  in  his  judgment/  that 

•  Page  44  of  printed  judgment 
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there  was  a  **  foregone  conclusion  on  the  part  of  the  Archbishop, 
his  sufiragan  bishop,  and  the  greater  part,  if  not  the  whole,  of 
the  parish  priests,  with  regard  to  whom  evidence  was  tendered, 
to  strain  every  point,  to  move  every  engine,  to  use  every 
influence  to  gain  their  object,  and  that  object  I  solemnly  beliere 
to  have  been,  whether  so  intended  or  not,  to  overthrow  all  free 
will  and  civil  liberty  in  this  portion  of  Ireland/' 

The  allegations  in  the  petition  with  regard  to  giving  notice  of 
the  disqualification  of  the  Respondent  were  proved,  and  upon  i 
case  stated  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  determine,  (1) 
whether  in  consequence  of  the  notice  that  was  given  "the 
electors  who  constituted  the  majority  of  the  Respondents  were 
fixed  with  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  disqualification  of  the 
Respondent,  and  should  have  acted  upon  such  disqualification 
and  refrained  from  voting  for  the  Respondent,  and  (2)  whether 
the  Petitioner,  there  being  no  disqualification  on  his  part,  wis 
entitled  to  be  declared  duly  elected,"  the  Court  decided,  (1)  thit 
the  electors  were  fixed  with  sufficient  knowledge,  and  (2)  that 
the  Petitioner  was  entitled  to  be  declared  duly  elected. 


Rules  adopted 
by  former 
election  com- 
mittees, how 
far  DOW  to  be 
followed. 

1. 


Before  the  conmiencement  of  the  case, 

Mr.  MacDonoughy  for  the  Respondent,  referred  the  Conrt  to 
certain  rules*  adopted  by  committees  of  the  House  of  Conunons 
for  the  trial  of  Election  Petitions,  which  provided  that  counsel 
for  the  Petitioner  should  not  go  into  matters  not  referred  to  in 
the  opening  statement  without  special  permission  from  the 
Committee  so  to  do,  and  that  counsel  for  the  Petitioners  shill 
state  full  particulars  as  to  their  allegations  of  treating  and  undue 
influence. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  stated,  that  although  he  desired  to  foDow 
as  closely  as  possible  the  procedure  and  practice  of  the  formerij 
existing  Election  Committees  of  the  House  of  Commons,  the 
special  reasons  (such  as  distance  from  the  locality  and  the  like) 
upon  which  those  rules  referred  were  foimded,  did  not  applj, 
now  that  the  trial  of  Election  Petitions  were  conducted  in  the 
localities  themselves.     He  added,  that  it  was  to  be  presumed 

♦  See  the  preliminary  resolutions  usually  agreed  to  by  Committees  set  (Wt 
in  1  P.  R.  &  D.  1. 
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lat  counsel  for  the  Petitioner  would  open  their  case  fully,  but 
ithout  being  rigidly  tied  down  to  minute  details,  and  that 
[though  he  would  not  seek  to  fetter  counsel  in  their  conduct  of 
le  case,  he  would  take  care  that  the  fullest  opportunity  should 
e  afforded  to  the  sitting  member  of  meeting  any  allegations 
hich  might  be  brought  forward.  He  further  added,  that  it  did 
ot  appear  that  the  Election  Committees  were  in  the  habit  of 
iopting  any  resolution  with  regard  to  giving  the  names  of 
ersons  or  places  in  cases  of  undue  influence.  He  referred  to 
le  report  of  the  Mayo  Case,  1857,*  which  was  a  case  specially 
f  undue  influence. 

In  the  com'se  of  the  case. 

In  support  of  the  charge  of  intimidation  a  witness  was  asked  Admiwibility 
y  Mr.  Murphy  for  the  Petitioner  :^-  what  occurred 

Q.  Did  anything  occur  to  yourself  on  the  night  of  the  polling  election^ 

ay?  8. 

A.  Yes,  I  was  attacked. 

Mr.  MacDonough,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  evidence  as 
>  anything  that  took  place  after  the  poll  was  closed,  on  the 
round  that  there  was  no  averment  in  the  petition  of  anything 
[>nnected  with  the  charge  of  intimidation  occurring  after  the 
lection  was  over. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  : — "  I  do  not  know  what  it  is,  but  it  may 
e  evidence.  It  does  not  follow  that  because  it  is  immediately 
fter  the  election  it  may  not  be  connected  with  it  for  a  variety  of 
Basons  which  will  occur  to  you  at  once.  Besides  which  the 
lection  is  not  over  till  the  declaration  of  the  poll  is  made." 

And  (later  on  in  the  inquiry)  upon  a  witness  being  asked  by  Procedure 
It.  Serjeant  Armstrong  for  the  Petitioners,  to  make  a  statement  temporary 
bout  something  that  occurred  a  week  after  the  election  ;  evident  ^^ 

Mr.  MacDonough,  for  the  Respondent,  objected.  20. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  : — **  Surely  it  must  occur  to  you  at  once 
lat  if  the  Petitioners  should  fix  the  agency  of  any  particiilar 

♦  Wolf  &  IX,  p.  1.  It  does  not  appear  that  it  was  ever  customary  for  the 
lection  Committees  of  the  House  of  Commons  to  come  to  any  resolution  with 
gard  to  cases  of  undue  influence. 

VOL.  11.  E 
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individual,  liis    declarations  afterwards,  referring  to  anything 
which  took  place  at  the  election  would  be  the  same  as  the  acts  of 
the  agent  of  the  Respondent  at  the  election.     Independently  of 
that,  under  this  Act  of  Parliament,*  I  am  charged  with  a  spedil 
power,  and  a  special  duty,  and  it  may  become  my  duty  to  make  a 
special  report  to  the  House  of  Commons,  and  I  could  call  anr 
witness  i  in  the  County  to  tell  me  anjihing  which  occnrred  which 
bore  upon  the  state  of  the  County  at  and  previous  to  that  elec- 
tion;   so  that  matters  occurring  afterwards,  and  declaimtjons 
made  by  parties  may  be  most  germain  to  this  inquiry.    I  am  not    ' 
disposed   at  this   stage   of   the  proceedings   to  shut  out  this 
evidence." 

Mr.  MacDonough: — "Where  agency  has  ceased t  and  the 
business  is  over,  I  submit  that  no  agent  has  power." 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  : — "  I  cannot  know  that  until  I  hear  whit 
it  is.  You  shall  not  suffer.  You  are  not  here  now  with  a  jniy. 
I  will  take  care  that  you  are  not  prejudiced  in  any  way  as  &r  as 
any  man  can  take  care,  by  anything  by  which  you  are  not 
ultimately  bound.  I  have  power  under  the  Act  §  to  hear  aU 
the  acts  at  an  election  without  agency  being  proved  in  the  fint 
instance." 

Mr.  MacDonough :  —  "I  have  perfect  confidence  that  your 
lordship  will  not  finally  deal  with  an}i.hing  but  legal  evidence.^' 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  : — "  Certainly  not.  You  must  ultimately 
make  it  evidence,  but  there  is  a  special  Act  of  Parliament  which, 
in  these  inquiries,  makes  a  most  important  alteration  in  the  hw, 
and  declares  that  I  shall  hear  evidence  of  briber}',  treating,  and 
intimidation,  or  undue  influence  before  agency  is  proved.  It  is 
quite  an  exception  to  the  Common  Law,  and  is  made  by  statute." 


Powers  for 
ordering  atten- 
dance of 
witnesses. 

18. 


Upon  two  witnesses  being  called  upon  their  subpoenas  and  not 

answering, 

Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong,  for  the  Petitioner,  said : — 

"  My  Lord,  I  am  now  in  a  position  to  say  that  an  attachment 

will  be  moved  for  unless  these  witnesses  appear." 

♦  Pari.  El.  Act,  1868,  §  11  (15).  f  lb.  §  32. 

%  As  to  agency  ceasing  with  the  close  of  the  poll.  See  Salford  case,  toL  L  136. 

§  Pari  El.  Act,  1868,  §  17.     Vide  ante,  per  Bramwell,  R,  voL  ii.  p.  29. 
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Mi\  Justice  Keogh  : — "  Certainly,  and  you  can  state  at  the 
(ame  time  that  very  serious  powers  and  of  a  novel  kind  are  given 
;o  me  under  the  statute,*  which  I  shall  exercise,  and  also  powers 
3f  adjournment  i  which  can  be  exercised  with  the  view  of 
procuring  the  attendance  of  persons.  The  parties  shall  have  the 
benefit  of  all  the  powers  which  the  Act  confers." 

Upon   a  witness  being   asked  in  support  of  the   charge  of  Etambation 

.     .  J     .  of  witness  aa 

intimidation,  to  previous 

Q.  Were  you  [on  a  certain  occasion]  in  terror  of  your  life  ?        ^tir^.***  "* 
A.  No.  128. 

Q.  Do  you  not  know  that  you  signed  a  letter  stating  that  you 
were  ? 
Mr.  MacDermot,  for  the  Eespondent,  objected  to  the  question. 
Mr.   Serjeant  Armstrong  submitted  that  this  related    to  the 
subject  matter. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh  allowed  the  question  to  be  put,  and  stated 
that  this  inquiry  was  quite  a  different  inquiry  to  a  suit  between 
parties,  and  that  evidence  could  be  given  wholly  distinct  from 
matters  between  the  Bespondent  and  the  Petitioner.  In  the 
Dublin  case,  documents  had  been  over  and  over  again  put  into 
the  hands  of  witnesses  with  a  view  of  searching  their  consciences, 
and  confronting  them  with  their  own  previous  statements  in 
writing.  I 

A  witness  was   asked  in  support  of  the  charge  of  spiritual  Practice  of 

former  election 
mtimidation: —  committees  fol- 

Q.  Did  the  Rev.  Mr.  Kemmy  make  any  allusion  last  Sunday  ^o^p^iJ^ 
to  this  petition  then  pending  ?  alteration 

Mr.  MacDon<mghf  for  the  Respondent : — **  Does  not  your  lord-  152. 
ship  think  that  you  have  ample   matter  to  try  without   going 
into  this  ?  " 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh: — **In  the  Mayo  case,  1857, §  I  see  that 
ihe  Committee  received  evidence  of  what  was  passing  in  the 

•  Vide  Pari.  EL  Act,  1868,  s.  32,  and  Rule  XLI.    For  instances  where  this 
)Ower  has  been  exercised,  see  voL  L  8,  and  voL  ii  pp.  3,  12. 
t  ParL  El.  Act,  s.  11  (12). 

t  See  per  Martin,  B.,  in  Cheltenham  case,  voL  i.  63.         §  Wolf  &  D.,  p.  1. 
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^JiiTinrr  i  "Lit-;  fMMiiiue  ^ae  'vrr  JMHiiii^  of  ^t  fctitioiL.  Toa 
::av<^  ''iirsHai  3t.»re  roan  •  ore  -■wi'iPft.Jii^ii-  "dir  fKt  tbai  eiMpt 
▼uef e   .    'p«n:i2ii  ufenczoJi  >»  zsaoB  tt  ^axi  m  rBiTiiiiiiiit  I  mist 

.  t  -^  ^^Tixie:^  7aa    .aiOfti  a   -luumimsuEt  ix  .'fruff  Irr  Mir.  Sajemt 

*  If  "ne  "ennnrr^  jui    er-n  rit  rr?e  rr?iir  lucaii  «nd  taror  do 


ji,}.  -^n    iunit     haz   -he    'iiik    -i  'hfeni    "rooiil   jocm   Totod  for  the 

.\rr.  .\fti^Df^niyfwh,  :or  -ii^  [IcemndeBt;*  .  i^^scttti  3»  tiie  qnestioo 
m  ')k»  jroTiTiti  'hat  \»inmitt£es  ^Bui  .'•^fofred  3u<  to  distnrb 
^prrions  TTv^n  'hp^  in^nrui  *t  iToiins:  -r  "^iMiiiiiMiirn  of  a  genenl 

.VTr  rMJ^fipp  Ai'^.^'TH  >;tut4^i  "ilia  -Ecuiar  mssciaBs  bad  beeo 
>^r:Y)ittp.'i  -»^  V  vak^H  :n  -rni^s-^xDxaiisuzoii  iyr  Comasel  for  the 
^«»»yxvn4iPTit.  )ivi  ^hftt  .t'  I  iTii^riftioii -^as  jpodOfRMt  ^3aBB-€XaiIlilUI- 
'iAu  'lii*r.>   wuR  iiiv    -pastm  TOr  :t  -TiiiL'^d  noc  be  eqoallj  good 

Jif;'.  .\ftir  fj^nr^fujii  vik*^i  jis  lurrtsiiip  to  reecrre  tbe  qwstioii  of 
*ltp   vimi««ih!iit;-    It'  -h»*  ■*^ju«i**e    :t>r  the  Comt  of  Comnum 

Jrfr.  i  i«t.«*;»  iVy.r.TT  : — •  I  til   lilt  dunk  I  :un  to  be  reserving 

/tm»>iA7nM»nt /><  To  ;iT>ppa/'»/i  '^ojij:  P^.r,  P.  Con'vay.  tiiu  had  been  p^soiudlT 

y^wi^r,  4t  ^^V^>^^  ^*7  ^'^^  fe^poiuiiinz  is  a  «:axiva»$er,  had  been  reported 

«  ■  yrt ,  'ir^y  f^  ^>,mi:nirJW«  "vho  tried  die  Mavrj  petiiiua  in  1357  as  being 

^2  '^  pr^>Tv;in^r.i:i7  anu-r*  in  the  •^xertiiae  ot  undne  indoenee  and  spi- 

Mr*  -fa.^t»*^^  Kf^X/K  %Aid,  ju  m^  uh:s>  in  ois  judgment : — 
''  fn  t>»U  raf^  th^  44tfa  9ecti«:a  or  the  FariiajnenfiarT  Election 
A/^>  If^y  create  no  iitatixtakle  dia^palTTf cation  to  the  Bespon- 
rl^nt,  bnt  if  thia  triAl  was  taking  place  in  the  jear  1863  instead 
hi  1^72,  that  \%  within  the  period. of  seven  jears  pointed  to  bv 
that  44th  sie/.-tion,  the  proving  of  the  fact  of  that  report  conpled 
with   th^r  personal  rrTnplo\-nient  as  a  oanvasser  of  the   Rev.  P. 
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CJonway  would  have  disqualified  the  Bespondent  for  sitting  for 
this  county.  He  is  only  relieved  from  the  consequence  by  the 
solitary  fact  of  the  seven  years  having  expired  which  are  fixed  by 
the  Act  of  Parliament.* 

It  was  proved  that  the  Eespondent  on  November  16, 1871  (that  Effect  of  letter 
is,  about  three  months  t  before  the  election),  wrote  the  following  Kwpondent  in 
letter  to  Father  Lavelle,  who  was  notorious  in  the  neighbourhood  <5'^«*'"*8 

...  agency. 

as  an  active  political  partizan  : —  X3. 

*•  My  dear  Father  Lavelle, — 

**  I  have  been  lately  a  good  deal  about  the  country,  and  have 
tried  to  ascertain  the  sentiments  of  the  different  dioceses  with 
regard  to  a  clerical  conference  at  Athenry.     The  leading  clergy- 
men of  Kilmacduagh  are  all  very  favourable  to  the  idea.    In 
Clonfert  I  have  seen  eight  or  nine  priests,  and  all  approve  of  it 
highly.    Still  there  is  a  difficulty.    No  priest  in  Clonfert  likes  to 
be  the  first  to  ask  his  fellows.     The  Very  Rev.  T.  Burke  is  the 
natural  leader.     I  have  missed  seeing  him,  although  I  waited  two 
days  at  Portumna,  but  I  fear  that  unless  some  influence  is 
brought  to  bear  upon  him  he  will  not  lead.     I  see  my  way  in  this 
respect  pretty  clearly,  but  the  one  link  is  Father  Burke.     Two 
or  three  Tuam  priests  might  write  to  Bev.  Mr.  Shannon  and 
propose  a  conference.    He  would  certainly  agree,  and  might  in 
turn  invite  the  Oalway  priests  and  the  three  conjointly  to  the 
Clonfert  clergy.     The  only  practical  difficulty  I  see  here  is  that 
the  invitation  would  have  to  be  addressed  to  Father  Burke.   Still 
he  would  hardly  refuse  the  invitation  from  the  three  dioceses. 
The  objects  for  which  the  conference  would  meet  are  solely  first 
to  determine  how  far  the  clergy  shoiild  go  in  asking  tenants  to 
Tote  against  their  landlords,  so  that  there  might  be  a  uniform 
action  upon  this  point.     Secondly,  to  organise  a  popular  meeting 
at  Athenry.    I  find  the  clergy  very  favourable  to  these  points. 

**  Sincerely  yours, 

"  J.  P.  Nolan." 


Vide  dictum  of  Blackburn,  J.,  as  to  this  in  North  Norfolk  case,  vol.  i  238. 
t  The  election  was  held  on  Feb.  6,  1872. 
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Mr.  Justice  Keogh  said,  in  his  judgment  as  to  the  efEsct  of 
this  letter : — 

*^  If,  after  the  writing  of  this  letter,  the  Respondent  had 
returned  to  his  military  duties,  and  had  never  again  appeared  in 
the  country  imtil  after  the  election  was  over,  he  would  have  been 
within  the  authority  of  the  decision  in  the  Blackburn  case  by 
Mr.  Justice  Willes,*  and  have  made  every  bishop^  every  priest 
from  the  highest  to  the  lowest,  who  acted  at  these  meetings,  so 
called  into  existence  by  the  Respondent's  own  act,  his  agent  for 
the  purposes  of  this  election." 

Interference  of       It  was  proved  that  the  Marquis  of  Clanricarde  had  said  to  i 

elections.  number  of  his  tenants,  **  If  you  can  vote  for  my  friend  Captain 

48.  Trench  I  shall  be  delighted  if  you  will  do  so ;  if  you  cannot  yote 

for  him,  at  all  events  stay  at  home  and  do  not  vote  against  him," 

or  something  to  that  effect.     Upon  this  evidence  it  was  sou^t 

on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  to  get  the  marquis  reported  to 

the  House  of  Commons  under  s.  11  (15)  of  the  Parliamentaij 

Elections  Act,  1868,  as  having  acted  illegally  by  contravening 

the  resolution  t  of  the  House  with  respect  to  the  interference 

of  peers  in  elections. 

Mr.  Justice  Keogh,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this : — 

"  I  utterly  deny  the  proposition  that  any  resolution  of  the 

House  of  Commons  would  make  law.     The  first  judges  that  have 

ever  sat  upon  the  bench  have   denied  it.  J     But  I  say  more, 

♦  VoL  L  p.  200. 

+  The  following  is  the  resolution  referred  to.  Resolved :  That  it  is  a  higi» 
infringement  of  the  liberties  and  privileges  of  the  Commons  of  the  United 
Kingdom  for  any  lord  of  Parliament  or  other  peer,  or  prelate  not  being  a  peff 
of  Ireland  at  the  time  elected,  and  not  having  declined  to  serve  for  any  conntyi 
city,  or  borough  of  Great  Britain,  to  concern  himself  in  the  election  of  memben 
to  serve  for  the  Commons  in  Parliament,  except  only  any  peer  of  Ireland  at 
such  elections  in  Great  Britain  respectively,  where  such  peer  shall  appear  tf> 
candidate,  or  by  himself  or  any  others  be  proposed  to  be  elected ;  or  for  tfj 
lord- lieutenant  or  governor  of  any  coimty  to  avail  himself  of  any  authontj^ 
derived  from  his  commission  to  influence  the  election  of  any  member  to  serre 
for  the  Commons  in  Parliament. 

X  Per  Lord  Campbell  in  the  House  of  Lords,  June  23,  1853,  Hans.  1% 
3rd  ser.,  p.  790,  and  July  5,  1858,  Hans.  151,  3rd  ser.,  p  926.    See  these  <^ 
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ely,  that  the  House  of  Commons  by  its  resolution  never 
aded  to  deprive  any  nobleman,  who  was  also  a  landlord,  of 
legitimate  influence.*  I  say  it  would  be  a  sorry  day  for  this 
itry  (and  for  none  more  than  for  the  tenant  class  themselves) 
indlords,  noblemen,  or  gentlemen  were  entirely  shut  off  &om 
exercise  of  that  legitimate  influence  which  a  landlord  has 
'ht  to  use.  Over  and  over  again  things  of  this  kind  have 
1  brought  before  Parliament.  One  of  the  first  cases  of  the 
ation  of  that  resolution  which  was  brought  before  Parliament 
in  the  case,  I  think,  of  a  Bishop  of  Winchester.!  There  was 
bher  case  in  the  time  of  the  late  Earl  Fitzhardinge.^  There 
e  other  cases,  such  as  that  of  the  late  Duke  of  Newcastle,  § 
>  went  against  his  own  son  and  turned  him  out  of  Parliament, 
iuse  he  was  disposed  to  vote  for  the  repeal  of  the  com  laws, 
it  was  a  very  strong  case.  The  attack  was  made  upon  Sir 
)ert  Peel,  who  was  then  Prime  Minister,  and  who  it  was  sup- 
ed  would  lean  to  the  charges,  because  the  duke  was  turning 
his  son  on  the  ground  that  he  chose  to  be  a  supporter  of  Sir 
Dert  Peel.  But  Sir  Robert  Peel  said,  *  No  matter  what  this 
ileman  may  have  done  or  said  against  me,  I  know  the  prin- 
les  of  il\e  British  Constitution,  and  I  will  stand  by  them. 
1  forbid  that  those  resolutions  should  ever  be  intended  to 
lude  the  legitimate  influence  of  peers.  ||  In  every  single  case 
vhich  those  charges  were  brought  before  the  House  of  Com- 
Qs,  the  House  left  the  charges  where  it  found  them  and  took 
determination  of  doing  nothing.  H     I  do  not  consider  that 

1  by  Wills,  Q.C.,  arguendo  in  Earl  Beauchamp  v.  Madresfield,  L.  R.  8 
*.248. 

See  speech  of  Lord  Brougham  cited  in  Earl  Beauchamp  v.  Madresfield, 
t.  8,  C.  P.  248. 

It  was  a  Bishop  of  Worcester.  See  speech  of  Mr.  Cobbett  in  the  House  of 
unons,  Feb.  19,  1846,  on  the  interference  of  certain  peers  in  elections ; 
*ited  in  83  Hansard,  3rd  series,  p.  1172. 

See  motion  of  Mr.  Wakley,  Dec.  14,  1847,  as  to  this,  and  debate  thereon  ; 
ited  in  95  Hansard,  3rd  series,  p.  1067. 

^^hi8  was  one  of  the  cases  as  to  which  Mr.  Cobbett  moved  for  an  inquiry 
i^  the  Committee  of  Privileges,  83  Hansard,  3rd  series,  p.  1180. 
See  further  remarks  of  Sir  R.  Peel  to  the  same  effect,  83  Hansard,  1184. 
On  May  12, 1848,  a  motion  of  Mr.  W.  Page  Wood  (now  Lord  Hatherley) 
an  inquiry  by  a  Select  Committee  as  to  a  charge  of  interference  by  the 
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Lord  Clanricarde  has  overstepped  the  bounds  of  tiittk  kghimite 
influence  which  he  has  a  right  to  exercise,  or  that  he  hu  dwe 
anything  which,  unleselwas  to  make  him  an  absolute  slave  under 
the  terms  of  the  Act,  I  could  prevent  his  doing.  I  shall  Dot 
report  Lord  Clanricarde  as  having  exceeded  either  any  p^iIle^de 
of  the  conunon  law  or  any  provision  of  the  statate  law." 

Mr.  Justice  Keooh,  in  bis  Judgment,  declared  the  election  iwl 
both  at  common  law  and  under  the  statute  on  the  ground  (^ 
undue  influence,  but  reserved  the  question  as  to  the  claim  of  tbt 
seat  by  the  Petitioner  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  4 
Common  Pleas,* 

With  regard  to  general  corrupt  practices,  he  said  :— 
"My  Judgment  in  the  Dublin  caset  has  been  referred  to.  li 
that  case  I  said,  '  General  bribery  or  general  treating  will  i&nli- 
date  an  election,  even  although  it  be  not  directly  traceable  to  fli 
candidate,  and  I  say  above  all  things  that  general  intimiditia 
and  undue  influence,  whether  it  is  lay  or  ecclesiastical,  whethr 
it  is  the  ecclesiastic  of  one  persnasion  or  the  ecclesiastic  d 
another,  whether  it  is  the  Protestant  Episcopalian  minister  tr 
the  Boman  Catholic  priest  or  the  minister  of  any  ot^er  of  thw 
iomunerable  sects  which  I  believe  are  to  be  found  existiiig  lU 
over  the  face  of  the  world,  will  upset  every  election  at  whichHi* 
practised.'  I  see  no  reason  to  qualify  in  any  way  a  sin^  wo(d 
which  I  stated  in  that  judgment.  I  then  believed,  and  I  tii 
believe  it  to  be  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  greatest  aathtmlkt- 
I  see  no  reason  to  take  any  other  authority  than  thatwhidil 
Uien  made  use  of,  \  namely,  the  celebrated  ai^ument  and  tht 

Marquis  of  Exetet  in  the  Stamford  election  was  carried  by  a  nuyori^  ol  v; 
see  D8  Hansoid,  932.  A  committee  was  appointed  ki  conaequence,  and  irfffti' 
on  July  S2, 1648,  that  the  charge  agaluet  the  MarqniB  of  Exeter  was  not  pmti'' 
The  Coort  decided  that  the  Petitionei  ought  to  have  been  and  BhooU  t« 
eA.  The  cose  as  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  togethetfi'^ 
report  ol'  the  ugumenta,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  is  to  heiom^* 
Reports  (Common  Law),  vol.  vi,  p.  464  J  20  W.  R.  833  i  27  L.  T.,  N.  S,* 
Vide  voL  i.,  p.  273. 

Tide  Judgments,  p.  344.  The  case  of  Hngnenin  v.  Baaeley,  M  Yw  A 
•0  citixl  by  Keogh,  J.,  in  hia  judgment  in  the  Galwi^  Towi  M 
p.  3116. 
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lagnificent  language  of  Sir  Samuel  Bomilly  -in  Hugtienin  v. 
iaseley,  14  Ves.  288." 
As  to  undue  influence  as  defined  by  statute,  he  said  : — "  What  Clerical  infln- 

i»  1  3  te%  TT*         once,  how  far 

}  undue  influence  ?  I  refer  to  the  5th  section  of  17  and  18  Yict.  legitimate. 
.  102.  It  is  impossible  for  any  vocabulary  of  the  English  Ian* 
^e  to  add  one  single  word  to  the  fulness  of  that  definition. 
n  the  Galway  town  case*  I  had  to  consider  this  Act,  and, 
Ithough  I  declared  that  the  legitimate  influence  of  the  clergy 
ras  desirable  (and  I  declare  now  that  the  legitimate  influence  is 
esirable,  that  the  priests  have  a  right  to  exercise  their  legitimate 
rivileges  in  the  same  way  as  other  classes),  and  although  I 
pecially  denied,  in  express  words,  as  cogent  and  concise  as  I 
ould  use,  the  absurd  proposition  that  no  landlord  was  to  use 
ny  influence  with  his  tenants,  and  I  declared  that  no  steadier, 
afer,  or  more  legitimate  influence  than  that  of  the  landlord  over 
is  tenant  could  be  used,  I  went  on  to  say  that  the  influence  of 
be  clergy  must  be  legitimately  exercised,  and  I  added  these 
rords,  that  if  unduly  exercised  by  any  of  them,  the  higher  the 
lerson  who  used  it  the  more  fearlessly  he  ought  to  be  dealt  with. 
I  care  not,'  I  said,  ^whether  he  be  curate,  parish  priest, 
dministrator,  bishop,  or  archbishop,  I  cannot  go  higher  than 
hat  in  this  country,  but  if  undue  influence  at  an  election  were 
proved  before  me  to  have  been  exercised  within  the  limits  of  the 
&w,  and  if  my  own  reason,  consulting  as  to  the  proper  deductions 

0  be  drawn  from  the  facts,  I  would,  without  the  slightest  hesita- 
ion  in  the  world,  find  that  to  have  been  an  undue  election.'!  I 
urther  declared  (and  to  these  words  I  wish  especially  to  direct 
ke  attention  of  my  learned  friends)  in  the  Galway  town  case 
hiee  years  ago,  that  *  if  a  single  elector,  the  most  miserable 
^eeman  that  crawls  about  this  town,  had  been  refused  the  rites  of 
be  Churches  in  order  to  compel  him  to  vote  or  because  he  had 
oted,  or  because  a  member  of  his  family  had  voted  in  a  particu- 
^  way,  I  would  have  avoided  this  election  without  the  slightest 
edtation,'  and  I  added,  '  If  the  Legislature  in  its  goodwill  and 
leasore  and  judgment  (the  bill  was  then  going  through  Parlia- 
^t  for  the  disestablishment  of  the  then  Established  Church) 

1  minded  to  strike  down  what  is  called  one  ascendency,  I  hope 

•  Vol.  1  p.  306.  t  Vide  Judfmente,  p.  347. 


( 


*/■».■ 


ELECTION  PETinONS. 


r\Hiii  of  Uw» 

^««  to  be 
ivmtvmL 


Applicatioii 
made  byBe- 
spondent  to 
report  penona 
for  cormpt 
practices. 


Coets. 


.  i.  L^^iieve  that  the  intelligence^  the  spirit,  and  the  independence 

.  ii^'  lay  Catholics  of  this  country  will  prevent  the  setting  up  of 

iuodier  ascendency  over  them  more  galling  and  fatal  through 

V  oming  from  the  midst  of  their  own  community/    I  see  no  reason 

u>  alter  or  qualify  a  single  word  that  I  said  upon  that  occa- 


»>* 


sion. 

He  then  cited,  with  approval,  certain  passages  from  the  judg- 
ments of  Mr.  Justice  Fitzgerald  in  the  Longford  case,t  and  Mr. 
Baron  Fitzgerald  in  the  Limerick  case,  I  as  to  the  effect  of  undue 
clerical  influence. 

As  to  drawing  up  the  case  for  the  decision  of  the  point  of  law 
reserved  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  he  said : — 

^'  I  shall  draw  up  tlie  case.  I  have  the  sole  and  entire  control 
of  it ;  it  is  within  my  dominion  as  sitting  here  as  judge  to  try 
this  case  by  the  law  of  the  land.  I  shall  submit  that  case,  giving 
the  counsel  on  both  sides  an  opportunity  to  argue  it."  § 

As  to  reporting  persons  under  s.  11  (14  b.)  of  the  Parliamentary 
Elections  Act,  1868,  as  guilty  of  corrupt  practices,  he  said : — 

'*  The  only  remaining  topic  is  one  upon  which  I  never  heard  a 
judge  addressed  before  upon  the  trial  of  any  election  petition.  It 
may  have  been  done,  but  I  am  not  aware  of  it.  The  coousel 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  Bespondent  (though  in  this  particukr 
instance  they  should  have  been  acting  more  on  behalf  of  public 
right)  ask  me  to  report  to  the  House  of  Conmions  that  certain 
persons  have  been  guilty  of  intimidation  against  some  of  the 
voters  being  their  tenants.  Now  all  the  arguments  which  were 
addressed  to  me  upon  this  subject  were  arguments  in  whieh 
neither  of  the  parties  were  concerned.  I  say  that  I  never  heard 
an  argimient  of  the  kind  addressed  to  a  judge  before.  It  is 
extraneous  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  it  is  for  the  jadge,  I 
conceive,  himself  to  see  whether  there  is  proper  ground  for  snch 
a  report.'* 

Costs  followed  the  event. 

*  Vide  Judgments,  p.  347. 

t  The  passage  is  given  in  ante,  p.  16,  beginning  at  the  words,  "  In  thepwpff 
exercise  of  that  influence,*'  down  to  end  of  the  paragraph. 

X  The  |>a8sage  is  given  in  vol.  L,  p.  262,  beginning  at  the  words,  ''If, uit 
has  been  admitted,"  down  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph. 

§  But  see  the  observations  of  Bramwell,  B.,  in  the  Bristol  case,  ante,  p.  29. 


CASE   XII. 

BOROUGH  OF  GLOUCESTER. 

Before  Mr.  Jdsticb  Blackburn,  July  15,  1873. 


Petitioners :  Sir  William  Guise,  Bart,  and  others. 

Respondent :  William  Killigrew  Wait. 

Ccufuel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Serjeant  Saigood ;  Hon.  Chandos  Leigh ; 

Mr.  Le  Marchant. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Wiltons  and  Riddefoitl. 

Cwmsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Hardinge  Gilford,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Norris ;  Mr.  Kydd. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Taynton  and  Son. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery, 
treating,  undue  influence,  and  corrupt  practices,  and  also  alleged 
ibarthly,  that,  ''At  the  said  election  certain  persons  were 
procured  by  the  Respondent,  or  by  his  agents,  or  by  others 
on  his  behalf,  to  personate  and  falsely  assume  to  vote  in  the 
lUuaeB  of  certain  other  persons  whose  names  appear  in  the 
'^Bgister  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  at  any  election  of  a  member 
^^  members  to  serve  in  Parliament,  which  might  take  place  in 
^d  for  the  said  borough  during  the  year  commencing  Jan.  1st, 
I^STS,  whereby  the  Respondent  was  and  is  incapable  of  being 
elected  or  sitting  in  Parliament  during  the  Parliament  now  in 
-Xistence,  and  the  said  election  and  return  of  the  Respondent 
^^re  and  are  null  and  void." 

And  fifthly, — "  That  at  the  said  election  the  Respondent  by 
^^^nself,  or  by  his  agents,  aided,  abetted,  counselled,  or  procured 
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the  commission  at  the  said  election  of  the  offence  of  personatioB 
by  a  certain  person  or  certain  persons  whereby  the  Respondent 
was  and  is  incapable  of  being  elected/*  &c. 

The  charges  of  bribery  and  treating  were  abandoned.  Evideoce 
was  given  as  to  several  charges  of  personation,  but  the  evidence 
in  each  instance  failed  to  establish  a  case. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 
Doubtful  Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood,  for  the  Petitioner,  applied  to  ins^ 

papen  used  at  the  ballot  paper  which  had  been  used  by  a  voter  at  the  list 
5on"ml5?be^  municipal  election,  it  having  been  proved  that  that  voter  had 
iMpectedon      voted   at    the    Parliamentary    election  which  was    then  being 

the  trial  of  a  . 

petition  relat-     questioned. 

ibunenta^"  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — **  Whether  I  can  at  a  Parliamentuy 

election.  election  open  the  ballot/  papers  used  at  the  municipal  election,  is 

a  matter  which  the  Legislature  has  left  in  doubt,  and  I  do  not 
want  to  have  to  decide  it,  unless  it  becomes  absolutely  necei* 
sary."  • 

Whether  cer-  It  was  admitted  by  the  Bespondent's  party  that  they  issoed 
issued  by  the  cards  to  a  large  number  of  voters,  similar  in  shape  and  appeir 
^MQitteewere  *^^®  *^  ballot  papers,  and  having  a  mark  on  them  put  opposite 
a  fraudulent      to  the  name  of  the  Respondent.     It  was  stated  on  the  cards  tint 

device  within 

the  meaning  of  if  any  voter  marked  his  ballot  paper  otherwise  than  in  the  vif 

Practice8**Actf*  ^^  which  the  card  was  marked,  his  vote  would  be  invalidatei 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioners  that  the  issdnK 

of  cards  like  this,  was  an  attempt  to  obtain  votes  by  a  fraudnlent 

*  By  rule  64  (6)  of  the  Ballot  Act  it  is  provided,  as  to  municipal  election^ 
that  "  all  ballot  papers  and  other  documents,  which  in  the  case  of  a  Vv^ 
mentary  election  are  forwarded  to  the  derk  of  the  Crown,  shall  be  delivBndto 
the  town  clerk  of  the  municipal  borough  in  which  the  election  is  held,  td 
shall  be  kept  by  him  among  the  records  of  the  borough ;  and  the  provinoof  <^ 
part  one  of  this  schedule  with  respect  to  the  inspection,  producdoi^  ^ 
destruction  of  such  ballot  papers  and  documents,  shall  apply  respectiTely  to 
the  ballot  papers  and  documents  so  in  the  custody  of  the  town  cleric,  v^ 
[certain]  modifications."    Then  follow  the  modifications,  one  of  which  is  tlit 
an  order  of  the  County  Court  judge  granting  inspection  shall  be  sabetitiitt^ 
for  the  order  of  the  House  of  Commons,  or  of  one  of  the  superior  omrt& 
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mce,  and  that  it  was  a  contravention  of  s.  5  of  17  &  18  Vict. 

102,  which  enacted  that   "  every  person  who  shall  directly 
r  indirectly      ....     by  any  fraudulent  device   or   con- 
iyance,  impede,  prevent,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  the  free 
Kercise   of  the  franchise   of    any  voter     •     .     .     •     shall    be 
eemed  to   have   committed  the  offence  of  undue  influence," 
id  that  consequently  the  election  ought  to  be  declared  void. 
Mr.   Serjeant    Sargood    proposed    to    supplement  what  was 
Imitted  by  calling  witnesses  to  prove  what  in  several  instances 
8  effect  produced  by  these  cards  really  was. 
Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  The  real  question  is,  what  was  the 
ect  likely  to  be  intended  to  be  produced." 
Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood  upon  that  intimation  from  his  Lordship, 
:d  that  he  need  not  call  any  witnesses. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  : — "  If  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
>se  who  issued  the  cards  intended  to  trick  people  into  putting 
mark  for  Bobinson  (the  other  candidate)  for  fear  that  it  should 
raHdate  their  vote,  that  I  suppose  would  be  a  fraudulent  device 
thin  the  meaning  of  the  Act." 

Mr.  Serjeant  Sargood :  **  That  is  the  point,  and  I  believe  we 
ve  never  had  it  before." 

After  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides  as  to  this  point,  Mr.  (2)  821. 
istice  Blackburn  said  as  follows  : — ''  I  agree  with  what  all  the 
nmsel  have  said  on  the  point  of  law,  that  where  there  is  a 
audulent  device  of  any  sort  to  prevent  a  voter  from  voting  in  a 
Brtain  way,  that  would  come  within  the  intention  of  the  Corrupt 
^nictices  Act.  Therefore,  if  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  these 
ttds  were  intended  to  produce  the  effect  that  Bobinson*s  voters 
konld  vote  for  the  Bespondent,  I  should  be  inclined  to  say  that 
le  Act  had  been  contravened.  Now,  though  I  do  not  doubt 
Qt  that  there  may  be  voters  in  Gloucester  who  are  not  intelligent 
lOQgh  to  understand  the  meaning  of  the  directions  put  upon 
le  cards, — and  I  think,  therefore,  it  would  be  as  well  in  the 
ture  that  people  should  not  put  any  directions  upon  such  cards 

these  which  may  possibly  mislead — I  cannot  believe  that  the 
iiUnittee  who  issued  these  cards  were  speculating  upon  their 
ing  able  to  mislead  the  voters  in  that  way  so  as  to  have  had 
firaudulent  intention.     Therefore,  as  the  intention  to  mislead 
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is  an  essential  part  of  what  was  done  being  held  to  have  been 
fraudulent,  this  part  of  the  Petitioner's  case  fails.*' 


Employment  of 
voters  to  keep 
order  inTali- 
dates  votes. 


214. 


It  was  proved  that  each  party  agreed  to  appoint  and  paj 
twenty-four  men-  to  keep  order  at  the  doors  of  the  various 
polling  stations. 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  said  as  to  this  in  his  judgment:— 
"  I  think  this  was  honestly  intended,  hut  I  am  by  no  means 
clear  that  it  would  not  have  the  effect  of  making  these  forty-ei^t 
votes  bad  on  a  scrutiny,  and  I  am  sure  it  would  be  much  better 
in  future  to  let  the  returning  officer  and  the  local  authority  select 
themselves  the  proper  number  of  officers  to  do  the  work,  and  not 
to  delegate  it  to  the  political  parties.*' 


Employment  of  It  was  proved  that  each  party  having  agreed  to  appoint  ind 
ooi^bie.*''  pay  twenty-four  men  to  keep  order  at  the  doors  of  the  various 
polling  stations,  the  Respondent's  party  appointed  five  men  too 
many.  These  five  men  being  disappointed  of  being  thus 
employed,  assisted  the  Bespondent's  party  in  bringing  up  voters 
on  the  day  of  the  election,  and  themselves  voted.  There  was  no 
agreement  that  they  were  to  be  paid  for  the  work  they  did,  but 
on  the  evening  after  the  election  they  came  to  the  Respondent's 
agent  and  claimed  to  be  paid.  The  agent  thereupon  gave  them 
five  shillings  apiece.  He  subsequently  entered  this  amount  in 
the  vouchers  as  part  of  the  election  expenses,  and  it  wis 
repaid  to  him  by  the  Respondent.  It  was  submitted  by  the 
Petitioners  that  the  payments  to  these  men  were  merely  colounbK 
and  were  in  fact  bribes. 
221.  Mr.   Justice   Blackburn   in    his  judgment   said   on  this.*— 

"  Certainly  the  votes  of  these  men  would  have  to  be  struck  off 
on  a  scrutiny,  but  when  I  am  asked  to  go  further,  and  to  saj 
that  a  thing  like  this  which  they  do  openly  in  that  way  with  IK^ 
pretence  at  concealment,  was  a  cover  for  intentional  bribeiji  I 
must  say  I  cannot  draw  the  inference  from  the  facts.'* 

When  aiding  It  was  proved  that  the  name  of  George  Williams,  of  Brook 

by  agent^wiu''    Street,  was  on  tlie  register,  and  that  there  were  two  persons  of 
d^iifn  *^         tliis  name  living  in  Brook  Street  at  the  tune  of  the  election ; 
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)ne  of  them  had  not  come  to  live  in  Brook  Street  until 
)o  late  for  him  to  have  his  name  put  upon  the  register,  it 
r  that  he  was  not  the  man  meant  to  be  upon  the  register, 
ht  George  Williams  voted  first,  and  upon  the  other 
Williams  appljdng  for  a  ballot  paper  at  the  instigation 
gent  of  the  Respondent  named  Pickard,  he  was  taken 
he  magistrates  and  committed  to  take  his  trial  for  per- 
..  Mr.  Pickard  stated,  upon  being  called  as  a  witness, 
firmly  believed  at  the  time  he  canvassed  Williams  that 
he  man  whose  name  was  on  the  register.  Nevertheless, 
3se  facts,  the  counsel  for  the  Petitioners  submitted  that 
pondent  was  guilty  of  personation  by  his  agent  Pickard, 
t  his  election  must  be  avoided  under  s.  24  of  the  Ballot 

ustice  Blackburn  said  as  to  this  in  his  judgment : —  229. 

the  accused  man,  George  Williams,  did  not  come  to  live 
k  Street  until  it  was  too  late  for  him  to  be  registered,  I 
6  satisfied  that  he  was  not  the  man  meant  upon  the 
f  but  that  the  man  whose  vote  has  been  counted  was  the 
sant.  If  the  accused  man  was  aware  of  that  when  he 
for  a  ballot  paper,  he  was  guilty  of  personation ;  he  may 
'  have  made  a  mistake  as  to  what  he  was  about,  of  that 
ly  nothing,  there  will  be  evidence  of  this  to  be  considered 
e  is  brought  up  for  trial.  But  as  to  Mr.  Pickard,  afber 
ience  that  he  has  given,  I  cannot  say  that  he  could  have 
party  to  this  personation,  because  he  honestly  believed 
Williams  was  the  right  George  Williams,  and  I  need  not 
}  obvious  in  point  of  law  that  in  that  case  he  is  not  a 
)  it." 

s  proved  that  the  name  of  John  Gage,  who  was  the  father  What  most  be 
ge  Gage,  was  on  the  register.     Some  months  before  the  toMtabUsh a^*^ 
I,  John  Gage  went  away  from  the  borough,  and  his  son  ^ofpersona- 

tion  by  agent. 

continued  to  occupy  and  pay  rent  and  rates  for  his 
house.  George  Gage  was  under  twenty-one,  and  was 
)n  the  register.  Notwithstanding  this,  one  Maslyn,  who 
1  to  be  an  agent  of  the  Respondent,  induced  him  to  vote 
ither*s  name.  Maslyn,  however,  when  called  as  a  witness, 
that  he  knew  nothing  of  George  Gage's  father,  that  he 
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did  not    know    George   Gage's   Christian   name,   and  that  he 
honestly  believed  at  the  time  that  he  canvassed  him  that  he  was 
the  person  whose  name  was  on  the  register. 
236.  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  in  his  judgment  said  as  to  this : — "  If 

Maslyn  knew  that  John  Gage  was  the  person  who  was  the  voter, 
and  not  George,  and,  notwithstanding  this,  sought  to  persuade 
George  to  go  and  vote  instead  of  John,   he  would  of  couise 
have  been  guilty  of  the  offence  of  personating,  and  if  his  agency 
was  proved,  the  seat  would  be  forfeited.     But  after  Maslyn's 
distinct  oath,  I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that  he  is  now 
committing  perjury  and  was  then  committing  felony.      I  must 
therefore  hold  that  this  case  fails." 

Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  in  his  judgment  declared  the  Respon- 
dent duly  elected. 
Law  as  to  As  to  personation,   he   said, — **  There   is  very  little  doubt, 

indeed,  as  to  what  the  law  is  upon  this  subject.  With  the 
Ballot  Act  and  secret  voting,  it  becomes  a  very  dangerous 
offence  if  any  one  goes  to  vote  and  contrives  to  get  a  vote 
registered  in  the  name  of  another  person  when  he  has  no  right 
to  vote,  for,  unless  the  vote  of  a  personator  is  objected  to,  there 
is  no  machinery  provided  for  enabling  us  to  examine  upon 
which  side  that  vote  was  given  in  order  to  strike  it  off.  If, 
however,  it  is  once  brought  home,  and  it  is  shown  that  a  parti- 
cular man  did  not  vote,  but  anotlier  person  personated  him,  the 
vote  given  by  that  other  person  becomes  invalid,  and  there  is  a 
pro^asion  *  for  inspecting  that  vote  and  striking  that  vote  off  on 
a  scrutiny.  That  makes  it  a  very  dangerous  thing  indeed,  and 
therefore  the  Legislature  have  been  very  anxious  to  prevent  it, 
and  they  have  made  a  very  severe  penalty  for  it,t  but  I  do  not 
say  it  is  a  bit  too  severe  to  prevent  a  practice  which  always  must 
be  very  fraudulent.  They  further  proceed  to  say  that  when  this 
corrupt  practice  is  shown  to  be  committed  by  an  agent  of  the 
sitting  member,  not;  only  will  the  agent  be  guilty  of  a  felony, 
but  it  shall  also  vacate  the  election,  and  forfeit  the  seat.  Of 
course  this  is  a  very  severe  penalty  on  the  sitting  member,  and 
though  in  a  great  many  cases  I  have  felt  that  for  a  small  enor 

•  Ballot  Act,  Riile  41.  f  Ballot  Act,  a.  24. 
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on  the  part  of  the  agent,  it  was  rather  hard  that  the  sitting 
member  should  lose  his  seat,  yet  I  do  think  that  where  he  has 
employed  an  agent  who  is  capable  of  doing  such  a  thing  as 
persuading  another  to  fraudulently  personate  and  obtain  a  vote, 
knowing  he  was  not  entitled  to  it,  he  properly  enough  suflFers  the 
penalty  of  having  trusted  such  a  person  with  the  management  of 
his  election." 

Costs  followed  the  event.  Coats. 


vol'*   II- 


CASE  XIII. 

BOROUGH  OF  TAUNTON. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Grove,  Jan.  12,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Johii  Marsliall  and  Walter  Chorley  Brannan. 

Respondent :  Sir  Henry  James. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners  :  Mr.  Charles  Russell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  W.  Q.  Harriwa; 

Mr.  A.  Collins. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Eamber  and  Ellis ;  Mr.  Blake. 

Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  Harding  Qiffidl,Q.C; 

Mr.  J.  O.  Griffits. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Holmes,  Anton,  and  Co. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribeiji 
treating,  undue  influence,  and  personation,  and  general  bribeij 
and  treating,  but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  charge  of  personal  bribery  was  withdrawn  before  tl« 
conclusion  of  the  case. 

In  support  of  the  charge  of  general  corruption,  "painW 
disclosures  were  made,  applying  to  a  portion  of  the  constituencr, 
small  with  reference  to  the  whole  body,  but  not  absolutelj 
inconsiderable,  which  showed,  by  the  mere  exhibition  of  th« 
witnesses  themselves,  that  there  were  a  certain  number  of  Toters 
who,  for  a  small  bribe  or  a  small  supply  of  drink,  would  promise 
theii*  votes  to  either  candidate,  and  some  of  whom  had  reachfii 
the   lowest  stage   of   degradation,   that  they   gloried   in  their 
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le ;  *'  *  but  it  was  not  proved  that  extensive  bribery  or 
iption  prevailed  at  the  election. 

support  of  the  charge  of  bribery  by  agent,  evidence  was 
I  with  regard  to  a  considerable  number  of  cases,  but, 
ugh  it  was  proved  that  bribes  had  been  given  in  several 
,  the  agency  of  the  briber  was  in  none  of  them  esta- 
ed. 

the  course  of  the  case, 

'.  Harrison,  for  the  Petitioners,  asked  a  witness  : — "  Since    Evidence  u  to 
etition  has  been  filed,  has  there  been  anything  noticeable  after  the 
i  the  streets  of  Taunton  ?  "  ®^^°"- 

.  Serjeant  Ballantine  objected  to  the  question. 
.  Harrison: — **Have  you  seen  a  number  of  persons  about 
ireets  of  Taunton  ?  '* 

tness  : — "Yes  ;  I  have  seen  a  number  of  persons,  since  the 
Dn  has  been  lodged,  watching  and  sp}ring  about  the  streets 
.unton.** 

.  Serjeant  Ballantine  objected  to  the  reception  of  this 
[ice,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  presumption  of 
y  with  respect  to  these  persons  which  would  affect  the 
y  member. 

,  Giffard  also  pointed  out  that,  in  the  Lynn  case,t 
n,  B.,  held  that  the  termination  of  the  election  was  the 
Elation  of  agency,  and  that  if  it  is  wished  to  prove  it 
ards,  it  must  be  proved  by  the  general  law. 
.  Justice  Grove  stated  that  he  understood  the  Counsel  for 
stitioners  to  ask  him  to  draw  the  inference  that  because 
Q  persons  had  been  employed  in  the  interest  of  the  sitting 
er  after  the  election,  therefore  those  persons  had  been 
yed  as  agents  before  the  election.  Unless  Mr.  Bussell 
produce  a  case  in  which  it  had  been  so  ruled,  he  (Mr. 
e  Grove)  must  hold  that  the  two  things  were  legally 
ther  unconnected. 
J  question  was  not  further  pressed. 

r  Grove,  J.,  in  his  judgment 

3.  &  H.  208.    See  also  Salford  case,  i6.  136 ;  and  per  Blackburn,  J.,  in 

rth  Norfolk  case,  ib.  243. 
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Subsequently, 

Mr.  Russell,  for  the  Petitioners,  asked  a  witness  the  folloving 
question: — "Did  you,  on  Jan.  10  (that  is,  after  the  election), 
meet  Mr.  Burnam  and  two  other  persons  together  ?  *' 

Witness :— "  Yes." 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  : — **  Now  you  are  getting  to  what  occurred 
after  the  election." 

Mr.  Russell  submitted  that  the  ftirther  questions  which  he  was 
about  to  put  to  this  witness  stood  in  a  different  category.  He 
was  proposing  to  prove  that  Mr.  Burnam,  who  had  been  admitted 
to  be  an  agent,  and  who,  he  should  by-and-by  prove,  had  con- 
tinued to  act  as  an  agent  after  the  election  was  over  in  getting 
up  evidence  for  the  petition,  had  employed  persons  to  watch  one 
Smith,  and  to  give  information  against  Smith  to  the  witness,  idio 
was  an  Excise  Officer. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  objected  to  the  evidence. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  asked  Mr.  Bussell  if  he  could  refer  to  any 
authority  in  support  of  his  right  to  put  the  question,  remarkiBg 
that  Willes,  J.,  in  the  Bodmin  case,*  had  expressed  himself  verj 
strongly  upon  the  subject. 

Mr.  Russell  stated  that  he  had  examined  the  cases, t  and  he 
thought  he  was  justified  in  saying  that  in  every  one  of  them  the 
question  was  whether  the  alleged  acts  or  the  alleged  statements 
could  be  relied  upon  as  evidence  of  corrupt  practice  for  the 
purpose  of  unseating  the  member,  but  he  (Mr.  Russell)  was  going 
to  use  this  evidence  for  a  different  purpose.  He  did  not  allege 
that  the  acts  to  be  spoken  to  would  be  corrupt  acts  so  as 
to  unseat  the  member,  but  as  a  strong  corroboration  of  two 
things — first,  of  the  truth  of  Smith's  story ;  and  secondly,  that 
certain  persons  had  been  brought  together  in  concocting  this 
charge  against  Smith,  and  giving  this  information. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  stated  that,  though  the  evidence  proposed 
to  be  given  might  possibly  show  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
Burnam,  who  was  admitted  to  be  an  agent,  it  could  not,  so  far  as 
he  could  see,  go  towards  corroborating  or  contradicting  Smith. 

•  1  0.  &  H.  118. 

t  Bridgewater,  1  0.  &  H.  114  ;  Walcrford,  2  0.  &  H.  3 ;  Longford,  ift.  12 ; 
Gahvav,  ih.  49. 
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m  supposing  that  the  evidence  were  admissible,  he  could  not 
that  the  conduct  of  Bumam  after  the  election,  when  he  could 
10  longer  acting  as  an  agent  for  election  purposes,  could  be 
lence  collaterally  to  contradict  any  other  witness. 
Ir.  Russell  reminded  his  lordship  that  he  had  stated  that  he 
posed  to  prove  that  Bumam  had  been  acting  as  an  agent 
;e  the  election  in  getting  up  the  petition. 
Ir.  Justice  Grove  stated  that  that  would  be  good  ground  for 
3s-examining  Bumam,  and  attempting  to  shake  his  testimony 
m  he  was  called,  but  that  did  not  at  present  bear  upon  the 
le  to  be  raised. 

^Ir.  RmseU  submitted  that  at  all  events  he  was  entitled]  to 
w  that  Bumam  and  others  were  acting  together  in  this 
tter. 

ir.  Justice  Grove  stated  that  Mr.  Bussell  had  already  got  out 
fact  that  Bumam  and  two  others  were  together,  and  he  might, 
le  pleased,  get  the  further  fact  that  there  were  two  more  with 
m,  but  he  must  not  go  beyond  that. 

5ir  Alfred   Slade    (the   unsuccessful   candidate    at    the    last  Eyidcnceof 

. .      V  V    •  1     J  what  waa  said 

3tion)  being  asked, —  to  miBucoeasful 

*  During  your  own  personal  canvass  was  anything  said  to  you  ^[^^** 
the   voters   whom  you  were    canvassing    as    to    money   or  canvaanng. 
ak?" 

fir.  Serjeant  Ballantine  objected  to  the  witness  being  asked  as 
vhat  the  voters  had  said  to  him. 

It.  Russell  submitted  that  the  question  was  pertinent  to  the 
le,  whether  or  not  general  corruption  prevailed  in  the  borough 
lie  last  election. 

ilr.  Justice  Grove  stated  that  evidence  as  to  the  conduct  of 
ers  would  be  clearly  admissible,  and  he  thought  that  an  appli- 
ion  for  drink  would  be  evidence  of  general  corruption. 
kIt.  Serjeant  Ballantine  further  objected  to  the  reception  of  the 
ience  on  the  technical  ground  that  the  Respondent  ought  to 
'6  had  notice  in  the  bill  of  particulars  to  the  special  acts  or 
bements  leading  to  the  conclusion  of  general  corruption. 
tfr.  Justice  Grove  :  **  I  do  not  think  the  point  is  free  from 
ibt ;  but  I  rule  against  you,  Brother  Ballantine.     In  proving 
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general  corruption,  it  would  be  impossible  to  specify  names.* 
The  utmost  particulars  that  they  could  give  you  would  be  of  no 
use  to  you,  because  it  would  be  simply  that  several  voters,  whose 
names  were  unknown,  applied  to  the  candidate  in  the  course  of 
his  canvass  for  drink;  this  would  not  assist  you  much.  If 
names  are  obtainable  and  are  not  in  the  particulars,  you  may 
have  some  ground  of  objection ;  but  if  no  names  are  able  to  be 
given,  it  is  admissible  as  proof  of  general  corruption." 


Order  for 
attendance  of 
witness. 


Upon  a  witness  being  called  on  his  subpoena  and  not  answer 
ing, 

Mr.  Russell,  for  the  Petitioners,  asked  his  lordship  to  give  an 
order  to  compel  his  attendance. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  stated  that  he  could  not  do  so  unless  it 
were  proved  that  the  witness  was  intentionally  keeping  out  of 
the  way. 

Mr.  Collins  referred  the  Court  to  the  observations  of  BaroD 
Martin  in  the  Norwich  case  f  as  to  a  person  named  Hardimenl 

Eventually  the  witness  appeared  in  court,  so  that  an  order 
became  unnecessary. 


Admissibility 
of  endence  as 
to  former 
|)etition. 


Mr.  Russell,  for  the  Petitioners,  proposed  to  prove  what 
occurred  with  regard  to  a  petition  presented  by  the  present 
Respondent  as  to  a  former  election,  and  that  the  names  of  some 
of  the  persons  now  acting  as  agents  for  the  Respondent  had 
been  inserted  in  the  particulars  as  to  bribery  given  by  the 
present  Respondent  as  to  the  former  petition. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove:  "I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  is 
inadmissible.  Of  course  it  is  always  a  more  serious  matter  for 
a  judge  to  decide  a  question  where  his  decision  cannot  be 
reviewed ;  but  that  is  no  reason  why  he  should  decide  against 
the  judgment  of  his  own  mind.  Let  us  look  at  what  the  evidence 
comes  to.  It  is  in  fact  asking  me  to  admit  as  evidence  in  this 
case  tending  to  affect  my  mind  that  certain  persons  are  likely  to 
be  corrupt  because  their  names  were  given  in  a  list  of  particular? 
as  to  a  former  petition  by  the  gentleman  who  is  now  the 
Respondent,   it  being   stated   in   those   particulars    that  those 


*  Siic  Beverley  ause,  1  O.  &  II.  143-145. 
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)ns  were  guilty  of  corrupt  practices.  The  decision  as  to 
former  petition  went  upon  different  grounds  from  anything 
L  now  inquiring  into  in  this  case,  namely,  upon  the  payment 
vising  barrister's  money,*  and  there  was  no  proof  that  the 
3ns  mentioned  in  the  particulars  were  guilty  of  the  corrupt 
tices  alleged.  But  even  supposing  the  persons  alleged  to  be 
apt  had  been  proved  to  be  so,  I  am  not  aware  that  in  law 
fact  that  a  person  has  been  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  foimd 
y  of  corrupt  practices,  can  be  used  in  a  subsequent  trial 
een  different  parties  further  than  this,  that  the  person 
[ed  to  have  been  guilty  of  corrupt  practices,  if  put  into  the 
can  be  cross-examined  on  the  subject.  You  might  just  as 
with  regard  to  any  witness  called,  without  cross-examining 
prove  aflSrmatively  that  somebody  else  had  on  some  previous 
sion  made  a  charge  against  the  witness  that  he  had  done 
3thing  wrong.  I  need  not,  addressing  lawyers,  contend  or 
e  that  that  would  be  clearly  inadmissible,  and  I  cannot  see 
grounds  for  holding  that  this  evidence  is  admissible.  There 
Iso  another  practical  objection,  that  would  not  be  itself 
laps  a  legal  objection,  if  the  evidence  was  admissible ;  but  I 
not  sure  that  it  does  not  amount  to  a  legal  objection,  and 
is,  that  it  is  a  collateral  issue  which  I  should  have  to  try. 
ould  have  to  try  the  whole  of  the  circumstances  of  the  former 
don,  how  far  the  charges  were  properly  made,  whether  the 
ges  were  established,  or  whether  they  were  shown  to  be 
rely  groundless, — I  should  have  to  go  into  all  this — ^before  I 
d  proceed  to  apply  that  evidence  to  the  present  case." 
[r.  Russell: — "The  effect  of  your  lordship's  decision  would 
T  the  tender  of  the  proceedings  in  the  former  petitions." 
[r.  Justice  Grove  : — "  Yes,  certainly,  unless  they  are  admis- 
i  upon  any  other  grounds." 

[is  lordship  then  went  on  to  say  further  as  to  this  matter  When  a  point 
oUows  :  **  This  is  not  a  point  that  can  be  reserved  for  the  "**^  ^ 
rt,  because  a  point  reserved  for  the  Court  must  go  to  the 
le  trial.  A  point  reserved  must  be  such  a  point  that  if  the 
irt  decide  it  against  my  ruling,  it  will  affect  the  whole  result 
iie  trial.  No  point  can  be  reserved  unless  it  goes  to  the 
Je  result." 

*  See  1  0.  &  H.  181. 
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Prodaciion  of         Mr.  RnsseU,  for  the  Petitioners,  stated  that  he  required  to  see 
teesrams.         certain   telegrams   which   had   passed  from   Tamiton  to  other 

places  at  certain  dates,  but  that  the  officials  of  the  Telegraph 
department  were  unwilling  to  produce  them,  unless  required  h 
the  purpose  of  a  judicial  inquiry.  He  therefore  now  asked  the 
Court  to  give  an  intimation  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  stated  that  in  any  case,  before  the  telegrams 
were  examined,  there  should  be  something  limiting  the  exami- 
nation. 

Mr.  RtLsaell  stated  that  that  could  not  be  done. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  said  that  this  was  a  matter  involYing  a 
great  deal  of  difficulty  on  public  grounds,  and  that  he  desired, 
before  giving  his  decision  upon  the  point,  to  have  the  opinion  of 
the  two  other  election  judges  upon  it.  He  then  inquired  what 
were  the  telegrams  which  Mr.  Bussell  proposed  to  look  at. 

Mr.  Russell  stated  that  he  proposed  to  look  at  any  telegrams 
to  and  from  the  persons  alleged  by  the  Petitioners  to  have  been 
acting  as  agents  in  the  election ;  and  he  offered,  in  order  to 
obviate  any  inconvenience,  to  furnish  a  list  of  the  persons  to  and 
from  whom  the  Petitioners  alleged  telegrams  to  have  passed  and 
which  they  desired  to  inspect. 

An   officer  from  the  Post  Office  called  the  attention  of  the 
Court  to  the  enactment  of  1869,  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  23: 
"  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of  relieving  any 
officer  of  the  Post  Office  from  any  liability  which  would  but  for  the 
passing  of  this  Act  have  attached  to  a  telegraph  company  or  any 
other  company  or  person  to  produce  in  any  court  of  law,  whea 
duly  required  so  to  do,  any  such  written  or  printed  message/' 
He   stated   that   the    subpoena   sensed  upon   him  was  for  "all 
telegrams  and  copies  of  telegi'ams  sent  to  and  from  the  town  of 
Taunton  from  the  commencement  of  September  last  to  the  present 
time."     Jn  obedience  to  that  subpoena  he  had  brought  with  him 
all  the  telegrams  sent  from  Taunton  dming  that   time,  those 
bemg  all  that  were  in  existence. 

On  a  subsequent  day, 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  said  as  follows  as  to  this  : — 

**  I  have  received  an  answer  from  my  learned  brothers,  whom  I 
have  consulted  with  respect  to  the  production  of  the  telegrams, 
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hey  coincide  in  the  opinion  which  I  rather  intimated  on 
day,  though  I  did  not  express  a  formal  decision,  that  I 
sdly  ought  not  to  interfere  to  compel  the  production  of 
telegrams,  or  even  to  say  anjrthing  to  the  Post-Office 
rs  to  procure  their  production.  I  do  not  wish  to  go  into 
as  for  the  decision,  for  this  reason,  namely,  that  I  am  not 
is  decision  saying  that  cases  might  not  arise  where,  upon 
I  specific  grounds  being  shewn,  the  judge  might  interpose 
iithority ;  but  all  I  say  is,  that  certainly  the  present  is  not 
a  case." 

.  RusseU : — "  Perhaps  your  lordship  will  allow  me  to  say 
thing  by-and-by  as  to  these  telegrams;  at  present  I  wiU 
lake  any  application  about  them." 

.  Justice  Grove  : — "  Do  not  understand  what  I  have  said  as 
Dg  an  application;  but  in  what  I  have  said  I  am  only 
)us  of  preventing  my  decision  being  taken  in  a  wide  sense 
might  trammel  other  judges.  I  take  it  that  the  witness 
les  to  produce  the  telegrams  of  his  own  authority.  That 
IS  already  said  to  me.  I  do  not  interfere  with  the  Post- 
)  authorities  if  they  on  any  occasion  of  their  own  accord 
;e  to  do  certain  acts*  That  is  no  business  of  mine.  I  do 
3mpel  or  invite  them  to  produce  these  telegrams. 

.  Justice  Gbove,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
elected. 

to  the  law  of  agency,  he  said  as  follows  : — "  The  law  of  Law  of  agency 
)j,  as  applied  to  election  petitions,  has  been  differently 
(ssed  by  different  learned  judges,  some  of  whom  have 
ed  it  to  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,*  and  another 
e  employer  of  persons  to  run  a  race  for  him ;  t  but  no  exact 
ition,  meeting  all  cases,  has,  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  been 
u  Two  learned  judges — ^the  late  Mr.  Justice  Willes  and 
Justice  Blackburn — ^have  pointed  out  I  the  difficulties  of 

^r  Maitin,  B.,  Norwich  case,  1  0.  &  H,  11,  and  Westminster  case,  ib.  95. 
*er  Willes,  J.,  Westbury  case,  1  0.  &  H.  65  ;  Tamworth,  ib,  81 ;  Coventry, 
7 ;  Blackburn  case,  ib,  S02. 
*er  Willes,  J.,  Tamworth,  1  0.  &  H.  81 ;  per  Blackburn,  J.,  Staleybridge, 
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arriving  at  one.     All  agree  that  the  relation  is  not  the  Comm(m 
Law  one  of  principal  and  agent,  but  that  the  candidate  maj  be 
responsible  for  the  acts  of  one  acting  on  his  behalf,  though  the 
acts  be  beyond  the  scope  of  the  authority  given,  or,  indeed,  in 
violation  of  express  injunction.     So  far  as  regards  the  preMnt 
case,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  to  establish  agency  for  which  the 
candidate  would  be  responsible,  he  must  be  proved  by  himself  or 
by  his  authorized  agent  to  have  employed  the  persons  whose 
conduct  is  impugned  to  act  on  his  behalf,  or  to  have  to  some 
extent  put  himself  in  their  hands,  or  to  havB  made  commoo 
cause  with  them  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  his  election.   To 
what  extent  such  relation  may  be  sufficient  to  fix  the  candidite 
must,  it  seems  to  me,  be  a  question  of  degree  and  of  evidence  to 
be  judged  of  by  the  Election  Petition   Tribunal.     Mere  non- 
interference with  persons  who,  feeling  interested  in  the  saceess 
of  the   candidate,   may  act  in   support   of  his   canvass,  is  not 
sufficient,  in  my  judgment,  to  saddle  the  candidate  with  anj 
unlawful  acts  of  theirs  of  which  the  tribunal  is  satisfied  he  or  his 
authorized  agent  is  ignorant.     It  would  be  vain  to  attempt  aa 
exhaustive  definition,  and  possibly  exception  may  be  taken  to  the 
approximate  limitation  wliich  I  have  endeavoured  to  express." 
As  to  tho  With  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  tribunal  and  of  the  evidence 

tHbuna°  and     which  should  be  adduced  in  order  to  establish  a  case,  he  said: 
of  the  evidence  « j^  m^gt  fee  bome  in  mind  in  these  cases,  that  although  the 

required  to  .  . 

establish  a        object   of  the   statute   by  which   these   election   tribunals  vai 

created  *  was  to  prevent  corrupt  practices,  still  the  tribunal  is » 
judicial,  and  not  an  inquisitorial,  one ;  t  it  is  a  court  to  hear  and 
determine  according  to  law,  and  not  a  commission  armed  with 
powers  to  inquire  into  and  suppress  corruption.  To  use  the 
language  of  that  eminent  judge,  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  *No 
amoimt  of  evidence  ought  to  induce  a  judicial  tribunal  to  act 
upon  mere  suspicion  or  to  imagine  the  existence  of  evidence 
which  might  have  been  given  by  the  Petitioner,  but  which  he  has 
not  thought  it  to  his  interest  actually  to  bring  forward,  and  to 
act  upon  that  evidence  and  not  upon  the  evidence  which  really 
has  been  brought  forward.     The  second  principle,  wliich  is  more 

♦  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  125. 

t  Vide  ante,  vol.  i.,  pp.  6,  48,  227. 
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articularly  applicable  to  circumstantial  evidence,  is«tliiS|  that 
lie  circumstances  to  establish  the  affirmative  of  a  proposition, 
vhere  circumstantial  evidence  is  relied  upon,  must  be  all,  such 
>f  them  as  are  believed,  circumstances  consistent  with  the 
afi&rmative,  and  that  there  must  be  some  one  or  more  circum- 
stances believed  by  the  tribunal,  if  you  are  dealing  with  a  criminal 
case,  inconsistent  with  any  reasonable  theory  of  innocence,  and 
when  you  are  dealing  with  a  civil  case  (otherwise  expressed, 
though  probably  the  result  is  for  the  most  part  the  same),  proving 
the  probability  of  the  affirmative  to  be  so  much  stronger  than 
thai  of  the  negative  that  a  reasonable  mind  would  adopt  the 
affimiative  in  preference  to  the  negative.'  *  Baron  Martin  says :  t 
*I  will  not  act  upon  anything  as  to  which  there  possibly  may  be 
a  mistake  or  error ;  but  I  think  I  do  right  when  an  election  is 
sought  to  be  impeached,  not  because  of  an  act  done  by  the  can- 
didates themselves,  but  for  an  act  which  they  have  forbidden,  in 
requiring  to  be  convinced  beyond  possibility  of  error  that  the 
■ct  relied  upon  by  the  Petitioners  which  is  to  imseat  the  members 
did  actually  take  place.  If  I  am  satisfied  that  the  candidates 
intended  honestly  to  comply  with  the  law,  .and  meant  to  obey  it, 
Mid  that  they  themselves  did  no  act  contrary  to  the  law,  their 
desire  and  object  being  that  the  proceedings  in  reference  to  the 
Section  should  be  pure  and  honest,  I  will  not  imseat  such  persons 
^n  the  supposed  act  of  an  agent  unless  the  act  is  established 
^  Day  entire  satisfaction.'  He  sa^'^s  in  another  place  :  t  *  I  think 
^  am  justified,  when  I  am  about  to  apply  such  a  law,  in  requiring 
0  be  satisfied  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt  that  the  act  of  bribery 
'^  done,  and  that  unless  the  proof  is  strong  and  cogent — I 
hould  say  very  strong  and  very  cogent — I  ought  not  to  aifect  the 
^at  of  an  honest  and  well-intentioned  man  by  the  act  of  a  third 
>ct8on.  When  I  come  to  apply  my  mind  to  the  evidence,  I 
'bould  require  to  see,  in  the  first  place,  that  there  is  agency  ;  in 
•he  second  place,  I  should  require  to  be  satisfied  and  certain  that 
•We  could  be  no  mistake  with  reference  to  the  alleged  act.' 
^ow,  without  expressing  myself  in  equally  strong  terms  with 
iiose  used  by  the  learned  judge  last  quoted,  I  am  at  all  events  of 

*  Tamworth,  1  0.  &  H.  84.  t  Wigan,  1  0.  &  H.  192. 

X  Westminster,  1  0.  &  H.  96. 
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opinion  that  the  evidence   of  corrupt  practice  must  establish 
affirmatively  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  the  judge  that  the 
acts  complained  of  were  done.*' 
Coits.  ^g  iq  costs,  he  said:  "  Some  most  unpleasant  disclosures  were 

made  by  witnesses  called  by  the  Petitioners  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  evidence  had  been  collected  in  an  improper  way  by  three 
men,  Phillips,  Woolley,  and  Belham,  and  though  the  witnesses 
were  some  of  them  very  unreliable,  still  the  charges  being  broadlj 
made,  and  no  attempt  being  made  to  answer  or  explain  them 
(neither  of  the  three  men  I  have  mentioned  nor  Mr.  Blake,  the 
country  solicitor,  being  called  or  even  tendered  for  cross-examiiui' 
tion),  the  impression  left  on  my  mind  was  a  painful  one.  I  hare 
not,  however,  to  try  this  issue,  and  the  only  bearing  it  can  have 
on  this  inquiry  is  on  the  question  of  costs.  Mr.  Ellis,  the 
London  agent>  appears  not  to  have  participated  in  the  pro- 
ceedings to  which  I  refer.  Mr.  Blake,  the  country  solicitor,  is  a 
very  young  man,  but  he  is  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  the 
petition,  and  taking  the  whole  matter  into  consideration,  I  am 
quite  clear  that  there  is,  to  say  the  least,  nothing  to  take  this 
case  out  of  the  usual  rule,  that  costs  follow  the  event.* 

*  The  learned  judge  had  said  in  his  judgment,  after  summing  up  the 
Petitioner's  evidence,  that  a  strong  prvmd  facie  case  had  been  establiahed ;  it  u 
possible,  therefore,  that  had  it  not  been  for  the  improper  way  in  which  part  of 
the  evidence  had  been  collected,  his  decision  as  to  costs  would  have  beea 
different 
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BOKOUGH  OF  HACKNEY. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  Qrove,  April  14,  1874. 


Petitioner :  Mr.  GilL 

Respondents  :  Sir  Charles  Reed ;  Mr.  Holms. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.   Patchett. 

Agent:  Mr.  Sawtell. 

Counad  for  Respondents :  Hon.  £.  Chandos  Leigh ;  Mr.  C.   Bo  wen. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 
Counsel  for  Returning  Officer :  Mr.  Barnard. 


The  petition  alleged, — 

**  That  the  said  election  was  holden  on  the  4th  day  of  February, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1874,  when  Charles  Reed  and  John 
Holms,  and  your  Petitioner  William  John  Gill  were  candidates, 
and  that  the  Returning  OflScer  made  a  return  to  the  writ  in  tlie 
words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say,  '  On  receipt  of  the 
.within  writ  I  gave  all  the  notices  required  by  the  statute,  and 
proceeded  to  the  election  in  due  course,  according  to  law.  Three 
candidates  having  been  nominated,  I  then  gave  due  notice  of 
taking  the  poll,  and  appointed  nineteen  polling  places.  In  con- 
sequence of  the  partial  failure  of  the  person  who  contracted  to 
deliver  the  requisite  ballot  boxes,  papers,  stamps,  and  other 
materials,  no  poll  was  taken  at  two  of  the  polling  places,  and  in 
some  others  the  polling  was  somewhat  delayed.    Subject  to  factit, 
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I  hereby  certify  that  the  members  elected  for  the  Borough  of 
Hackney  in  pursuance  of  the  within  writ  are  : — 

"  '  John  Holms,  of  19,  Cornwall  Gardens,  Kensington, 
Manufacturer,  Charles  Reed,  of  Earlesmead,  Mid- 
dlesex, Esq. 

"  '  Dated  this  6th  day  of  February,  1874. 

"'Henry  Child, 

"  *  Returning  Officer.' 

"  That  no  poll  was  in  fact  taken  at  divers  polling  places  in 
the  said  Borough  at  the  said  election. 

"  That  at  divers  other  polling  places  in  the  said  Borough  the 
polling  at  the  said  election  did  not  commence  at  eight  o'clock 
of  the  forenoon,  and  continue  and  keep  open  during  the  day  up 
to  four  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon,  as  by  law  required. 

"  That  by  reason  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  divers  and  many 
voters  of  the  said  Borough  were  prevented  from  voting  at  the 
said  election. 

"  And  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  said  election  was  and 
is  void. 

"  Wherefore  your  Petitioner  prays  that  it  may  be  determined 
tliat  the  said  election  was  void,  and  that  the  said  John 
Holms  and  Charles  Reed  were  not  duly  elected  or 
returned,  and  that  the  costs  of  and  incidental  to  the 
presentation  of  this  petition,  and  to  tlie  proceedings 
consequent  thereon,  may  be  defrayed  by  the  Respon- 
dents."* 

It  was  proved  that  the  Borough  contained  about  41,000 
electors,  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  election  it  was  divided  into 
nineteen  polling  places,  with  an  average  of  over  2,000  electors  to 
each ;  that  two  polling  places — namely,  that  at  Church  Koadi 
Homei*ton,  where  1,127  electors  were  entitled  then  and  the^^ 

*  A  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  Respondents  calling  upon  the  Petitioner 
to  show  cause  wJiy  this  Petition  should  not  be  taken  off  the  list,  on  the  groin» 
that  the  Petition  was  not  a  Petition  within  the  moaning  of  the  ParL  B-  ^^ 
1868,  and  did  not  disclose  imy  facts  which  vitiate  the  return  or  give  theO)^ 
jurisdiction.    This  summons  was,  after  arj^oiment,  diBmissed. 
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only  to  vote,  and  at  Percy  Road,  South  Hackney,  where  3,711  voters 
were  similarly  situated,  were  closed  througliout  the  day,  and  that 
three  other  polling  places — ^namely,  Stamford  Hill  Ward,  with 
752  electors  on  the  register  ;  West  Ward,  1,729  voters  ;  and  the 
De  Beauvoir  Ward,  1,455  voters — were  only  open  for  a  part  of 
the  day.  The  result  of  this  was  that  nearly  5,000  people  were 
unable  to  vote,  and  a  large  number  of  other  people  were  either 
prevented  or  might  reasonably  have  supposed  that  they  were 
prevented  from  voting.  Mr.  Holms  received  6,968  votes,  Sir 
Charles  Reed  6,893,  and  Lieutenant  Gill  6,310,  thus  giving  Mr. 
Holms  a  majority  over  Lieutenant  Gill  of  658  votes,  and  Sir 
Charles  Reed  of  583. 

Mr.  BoiveUy  for  the  Respondents,  submitted  that  the  question 
for  the  Court  to  consider  was  whether  the  irregularity  which  had 
been  proved  to  have  occun-ed  actually  affected  the  result  of  the 
election,  and  prevented  the  real  voice  and  choice  of  the  majority 
of  the  constituency  being  heard  and  recorded.  Would  the  Court 
set  aside  the  election  because  a  petitioner,  who  was  not  an  elector, 
but  a  rival  candidate,  came  forward  and  complained  that  a 
number  of  voters  had  been  prevented  by  certain  iiTegulaiities 
from  giving  their  votes  to  his  rivals  ? 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  asked  how  he  was  to  assume  in  what  way 
the  electors  would  have  voted  ?     Supposing  in  a  constituency  of 
over  1,000  electors  500  persons  voted,  and  tliat  it  was  alleged 
that  the  remainder  who  did  not  vote  were  Conservatives,  and 
might,  but  for  the  circumstances,  have  turned  the  election,  how 
could  he  tell  the  way  in  which  they  would  vote,  especially  as 
iinder  the  Ballot  Act  every  man's  vote  was  held  to  be  secret  ? 
Was  it  for  him  to  determine  whether  certain  persons  by  their 
promises,  or  otherwise,  were  Conservatives  or  Radicals  ?     If  so^ 
Uiere  need  be  no  further  Pai'liamentary  elections,  as  the  parties 
^ould  have  only  to  go  before  a  judge  and  state  how  many  Con- 
servatives and  how  many  Liberals  there  were  in  their  borough, 
^i  ask  him  to  decide  w^ho  should  sit. 

Mr.  Boxoen  contended  that  it  was  open  to  him  to  prove  that, 
Wthe  polling-stations  in  question  been  opened,,  the  result  would 
^  no  way  have  been  altered  or  affected.    His  clients,  Mr.  Holms 
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and  Sir  Charles  Reed,  represented  what  they  believed  to  be  an 
established  Liberal  majority  in  that  constituency.  He  also  called 
the  attention  of  the  Coui*t  to  the  13th  section  of  the  Ballot  Act, 
which  provided  that  no  election  should  be  declared  invalid  by 
reason  of  a  non-compliance  with  the  rules  contained  in  the  first 
schedule  to  the  Act,  or  any  mistake  in  the  use  of  the  forms  in  the 
2nd  schedule  to  the  Act,  if  it  appeared  to  the  tribunal  having 
cognizance  of  the  question  that  the  election  was  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  body  of  the  Act, 
and  that  such  non-compliance  or  mistake  did  not  affect  the  result 
of  the  election. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  pointed  out  that  he,  as  the  election  judge, 
had  two  questions  to  decide — namely,  whether  the  election  was 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  Act,  and 
whether  the  non-compliance  with  the  rules  had  affected  the  result 
of  the  election.  He  thought  that  the  real  point  was  whether  the 
constituency  had  had  an  opportunity  of  fairly  recording  their 
votes  for  the  different  candidates.  It  would  be  sailing  un- 
commonly near  the  wind,  and,  as  he  thought,  violating  the  spirit 
of  the  Act,  to  inquire  how  a  voter  would  have  voted  had  circum- 
stances been  different. 

Mr.  Boiven  urged,  in  conclusion,  that  there  had  only  been  » 
breach  of  some  of  the  directions  contained  in  the  first  schedule  to 
the  Act,  but  not  such  a  violation  of  the  statute  itself  as  would 
vitiate  an  election.  He  was  instructed  that  if  the  electors  had 
voted  in  the  two  places  in  question  they  would  have  enhanced 
largely  the  already  considerable  Liberal  majority. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  asked  how  he  was  to  settle,  if  8,000  voters 
were  produced  on  either  side  who  had  promised  to  vote  for  either 
the  Liberal  or  the  Conservative  candidates,  in  what  way  they 
would  really  have  voted  on  the  polling  day.  The  argument  oi 
Mr.  Bowen  was  that  the  onus  probandi  that  the  irregularities  JO 
question  really  affected  the  result  of  the  election,  and  that  another 
candidate  would  have  been  chosen  instead  of  one  of  the  sitting 
members,  if  things  had  gone  on  regularly,  rested  with  the  V^^' 
tioner.  If  so,  it  would  be  practically  calling  upon  the  election 
judge  to  decide  from  their  expressed  opinions  or  promises,  wbic* 
by  the  Ballot  Act  they  were  entitled  to  break,  how  certain  peoP 
would  have  voted. 
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Mr.  Justice  Grove,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the   election 
oid. 

After  stating  the  facts  as  above,  he  said  as  follows : — 
"  Mr.  Bowen  has,  I  think  I  may  fairly  say,  said  everything  Effect  on 

election  of 

hich  could  possibly  be  lu-ged  in  support  of  the  election,  and  has  irregularity  su 

resented  a  most  ingenious  and  able  argument  upon  the  words  of  j^n^g^"*^ 

le  statute.     Still  he  was  bound  to  admit  that  if  the  irregularity  stationa. 

as  so  great  as  to  prevent  the  election  being  a  true  election,  that 

ould  avoid  it  even  at  common  law.     I  certainly  should  not  here 

Lke  advantage  of  any  admission  of  counsel  upon  which  to  found 

ly  judgment,  but  I  am  perfectly  certain,  as  far  as  my  judgment 

oes,  that  an  election  which   is   conducted  in   such  a  way  as 

whether  by  accident  or  by  design)  not  to  afford  to  a  very  large 

aass  of  the  electors  an  opportunity  of  voting,  cannot  be  a  true 

lection  of  members.     And,  therefore,  for  a  moment  leaving  the 

Fallot  Act  out  of  the  question,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  was 

10  real  election  here  which  was  in  any  sense  a  fair  representation 

)f  the  views  of  the  electors  of  the  Borough  of  Hackney.     Then 

ices  the  Ballot  Act  in  any  way  alter  that  ?     The  section  of  the 

Sallot  Act  on  which  Mr.  Bowen  relied  was  the  13th.     He  con- 

«nded  that  no  election  may  be  declared  invalid  unless  both  the 

'Onditions  named  in  the  Act  are  fulfilled,  that  is  to  say,  unless  it 

Wears  '  to  the  tribunal  having  cognizance  of  the  question '  that 

he  election  was  not  *  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  principles 

*id  down  in  the  body  of  the  Act,'  and  also,  *  that  such  non- 

ompliance  or  mistake  *  ajffected  *  the  result  of  the  election '  in 

^  sense,  that,  but  for  such  mistake,  another  candidate  would 

*ve  been  elected.     I  have  turned  the  matter  over  in  my  mind, 

"^d   I  cannot   see,   assuming    that    argument   to   express  the 

^eaiung  of  that  section,  how  the  tribunal  can  by  possibility  say 

k^t  would  or  might  have  taken  place  under  different  circiun- 

'^Uces.     It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  problem  which  the  human  mind 

^    not  yet  been  able  to   solve,  namely,  if  things  had   been 

Cerent  at  a  certain  period,  what  would  have  been  the  result  of 

^^  concatenation  of  events  upon  that  supposed  change  of  circum- 

'^tices.     I  am  unable  at  all  events  to  express  an  opinion  upon 

^^at  would  have  been  the  result,  that  is  to  say,  who  would  have 

"^^H  elected  provided  ceilain  matters  had  been  complied  with 
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here  which  were  not  complied  with.     It  was  contended  that  I 
might  hear  evidence  on  both  sides  as  to  how  an  elector  thought 
he  would  have  voted  at  such  election.      That   might  possibly 
induce  a  person  not  sitting  judicially  to  form  some  sort  of  vague 
guess,  but  that  would  be  far  short  of  evidence  which  ought  to 
satisfy  the  mind  of  a  judge  of  what  any  individual  who  might 
express  that  opinion  would  really  do  under  what  might  have  been 
entirely  changed  circumstances.     But,  besides  that,  one  of  the 
principles  of  the  Ballot  Act  is  that  voting  should  be  secret,  and 
voters  are  not  to  be  compelled  to  disclose  how  they  voted  except 
upon  a  scrutiny  after  a  vote  has  been  declared  invalid.    Not- 
withstanding that,  I  am  asked  here,  assuming  the  construction 
for  which  Mr.  Bowen  contends  to  be  correct,  to  ascertain  how 
either  the  41,000  electoi*s  of  this  Borough,  or  any  number  of 
them,  might  have  wished  to  vote  had  they  had  the  opportunity  of 
doing  so,  and  what  in  that  event  would  have  been  the  result  of 
the  election.     It  seems  to  me  that  such  an  inquiry  would  not 
only  have  been  entirely  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  Act,  but  also 
that  it  would  be  a  simple  impossibility.     I  should,  therefore,  say 
that  even  if  the  wording  of  the  Act,  taking  it  literally  and  gram- 
matically, required  me  to  put  such  a  construction  upon  it,  it 
would  lead  to  such  a  manifest  absurtlity  (using  now  the  jutlicial 
term  which  has  generally  been  used  with  reference  to  the  con- 
struction of  statutes)  that  unless  I  were  in  some  way  imperatively 
obliged,  and  unless  the  Act  could  by  no  possibility  admit  of  any 
otlier  construction,  I  should  not  put  a  construction  upon  it  which 
really  reduced  the  matter  to  a  practical  impossibility.     Such  a 
construction  would  practicall}*^  render  it  necessary,  in  the  case  of 
any  miscarriage  at  an  election,  however  great  the  miscarriage 
might  be  (if,  that  is  to  say,  only  a  ver>^  small  number  of  persons 
had   voted,  and  all  the  rest  of  the  Borough  had  been  entirely 
unable  to  vote)  that  the  judge  should  then  enquire  as  to  how  the 
election  would  have  gone.    As  I  ventured  to  remark  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  where  a  miscarriage  of  this  sort  took  place  it 
wt)uld  be  viilually  placing  tlie  election  not  in  the  hands  of  the 
constituency,  but  in  the  hands  of  the  election  judge,  who  is  not  to 
exercise  a  judgment  as  to  who  is  to  be  the  member,  but  who  is 
only  to  see  whether  tlie  election  has  been  properly  conducted 
according  to  law. 
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Let  us  now  see  whether  this  13th  section  does  not  fairly  and 
lonably  admit  of  a  different  construction.     The  words  of  the 
ion  are,  *  No  election  shall  be  declared  invalid  by  rieason  of 
)n-compliance  with  the  rules     •     ...     if  it  appears  to  the 
anal   .     .     .   that  the  election  was  conducted  in  accordance 
I  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  body  of  the  Act.*    No  doubt 
ling  can  be  more  difficult  than  for  a  judge  or  for  a  meta- 
sician  or  for  anybody  to  say  what  are   the  principles  of  a 
ate  which  consists,  together  with  the  schedules,  of  upwards  of 
sections.     One  principle  of  the  Act,  as  I  have  said,  is  doubt- 
that  the  voting  should  be  secret,  and  when  I  look  at  the 
dsions   for   district  polling  places  and  polling  stations,  my 
ression  is  that  another  principle  of  the  Act  (which  indeed 
t  be  a  principle  of  all  Acts  for  the  representation  of  the 
)le)  is  that   the  electors  should  have  a  fair  opportunity  of 
rding  their  votes.     If  that  be  not  the  principle  of  the  Act  one 
hardly  understand  the  Act  being  suitable  for  the  puipose  of 
rding  the  votes  of  those  upon  whom  the  Legislature  has  thought 
)er  to  confer  the  franchise.     Then  is  it  in  accordance  with 
principles  of  the  Act  that  a  large  proportion,  amounting  to 
ral  thousands  of  the  electors,  should  be  absolutely  deprived  of 
power  of  voting,  and  that  a  large  indefinite  number,  which  we 
lot  ascertain,  should  also  have  impediments  presented  to  their 
ag,  which  may,  and  doubtless  did,  prevent  a  very  considerable 
ber  of  them  from  voting  at  all?    Among  the  principles  of  the 
is  one  that  there  should  be  districts  arranged  for  the  con- 
ence  of  the  electors,  at  which  they  might  have  at  the  polling 
soitable  machinery  for  giving  their  votes  to  tlie  candidate  to 
n  they  chose  at  the  last  moment  to  give  their  vote.     And 
i  the  Legislature  has  now  reduced  the  time  for  polling  to  one 
it  is  more  important  that  there  should   be   means   fairly 
1  to  give  to  the  electors  the  opportunity  of  voting  with  as 
trouble   as  possible.     When   elections   lasted  a  fortnight 
r  matters  could  be  remedied,  and  if  people  could  not  vote 
day  they  might  vote  on  another  day ;  but  now  that   it  is 
led  into  one  day,  it  is  more  important  that  there  should  be 
jr  opportunities  for  the  voters  to  record  their  votes  without 
cessary  trouble.     Can  I  say  that  it  is  in  accordance  with  the 
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principles  of  this  Act  that  such  a  large  number  of  voters  should 
be  practically  rendered  unable  to  tender  their  votes  ?  It  there- 
fore apparently  rests  with  me  to  say,  and  I  do  say,  that  this 
election  was  not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  principles  kid 
down  in  the  body  of  the  Act. 

"  The  Act  further  says  that  the  election  is  not  to  be  deckred 

invalid  if  it  appears  to  the  tribunal  that '  such  non-compliance  or 

mistake  did  not  affect  the  result  of  the  election.'     I  am  by  no 

means  satisfied  that  in  this  case  the  non-compliance  or  mistake 

did  not  affect  the  result  of  the  election.     In  saying  that  I  am 

very  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  expression  *  the  result  of 

the  election '  does  not  in  this  Act  necessarily  mean  the  result  as 

to'  another   candidate  having  been  elected  at  the   poll.     The 

result  may  be  of  vai'ious  kinds.    The  result  of  the  election  wonld, 

in  my  judgment,  be  affected  if,  instead  of  a  majority  of  500,  there 

was  a  majority  of  only  ten,  or  even  of  100.     Upon  a  scrutiny  the 

matter  might  be  very  different.    Other  causes  might  also  produce 

a  very  considerable  change  of  relation  between  the  parties,  and 

might  have  a  very  important  effect  upon  the  ultimate,  if  not  upon 

the  then  present,  representation  in  Parliament,  that  effect  depending 

upon  the  magnitude  of  the  majority.     It  will  also  be  observed  that 

the  words  used  in  the  section  are  not,  *  did  not  alter  the  result 

of  the  election,'  but,  '  did  not  affect  the  result  of  the  election.' 

Does  not  the  word  'affect*  mean  substantially  'bear  upon  the 

result  ? '  When  fairly  and  substantially  viewed  by  the  tribunal 

having  cognizance  of  law  and  fact,  was  what  occurred  reasonably 

calculated  to  affect  that  election  ?     In  my  judgment  it  was.  1 

myself  cannot  say,  nor,  as  I  have  already  remarked,  so  fer  as  I 

am  aw  are,  can  any  human  being  say  whether  it  altered  or  would 

have  altered  tlie  result  of  the  election  if,  instead  of  the  number 

who  were  actually  polled  upon  this  occasion,  the  whole  41,000 

electors  had  been  polled.    I  see  no  reasonable  possibility  of  tov 

pronouncing  an  opinion  upon  the  point,  and,  therefore,  if  I  ^^^ 

required  to  construe  the  statute  in  that  w^ay  (which  I  do  not  feel  by 

any  means  obliged  to  do),  I  should  say  that  it  really  demanded  an 

impossibility,  that  it  demanded  of  me  to  know,  what  no  human  being 

could  know,  that  is  to  say,  to  know  what  would  be  the  course  of  events 

under  changed  conditions  and  altered  circumstances.    I  am  here 
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give  a  fair  rational  construction  to  the  Act.     The  leading 
»rds  are,  first,  *if  it  appears  to  the  tribunal  that  the  election  was 
nducted  in  accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
dy  of  the  Act '  (and  I  am  of  opinion  it  was  not  so  conducted), 
d  secondly,  *  that  it  did  not  aflFect  the  result  of  the  election/ 
3annot  say  that  I  am  at  all  satisfied  that  it  did  not  affect  the 
suit  of  the  election,  and  in  one  sense  I  may  say  that  I  feel  a 
rong  opinion  that  it  did  more  or  less  in  a  substantial  degree 
feet  the  election,  so  that  the  result  might  have  been  changed 
id  the  whole  of  the  electors  been  enabled  to  vote. 
•*  If  I  look  to  the  whole,  and  to  the  sense  of  it  as  a  whole,  it 
terns  to  me  that  the  object  of  the  Legislature  in  this  provision  is 
>  say  this — an  election  is  not  to  be  upset  for  an  informality  or  for 
triviality,  it  is  not  to  be  upset  because  the  clerk  of  one  of  the 
oiling  stations  was  five  minutes  too  late,  or  because  some  of  the 
oiling  papers  were  not  delivered  in  a  proper  manner,  or  were  not 
narked  in  a  proper  way.     The  objection  must  be  something  sub- 
tantial,  something  calculated  really  to  affect  the  result  of  the 
lection.     I  think  that  that  is  a  way  of  viewing  it  which  is  con- 
istent  with  the  terms  of  the  section.     So  far  as  it  seems  to  me, 
!ie  reasonable  and  fair  meaning  of  the  section  is  to  prevent  an 
ection  fi^om  becoming  void  by  trifling  objections  on  the  ground 

an  informality,  because  the  judge  has  to  look  to  the  substance 
the  case  to  see  whether  the  informality  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
&irly  calculated  in  a  reasonable  mind  to  produce  a  substantial 
'Ot;  upon  the  election. 

*  Ihat  being  my  constniction  of  the  section,  I  cannot  say, 
^sidering  the  very  large  number  of  electors  who  have  been 
^l>led  from  voting  upon  the  present  occasion,  that  it  has 
'^  an  election  which  may  fauly  be  taken  to  represent  the 
^es  of  the  electors  of  Hackney.  Although  no  doubt  it  is  a 
ititer  which  one  cannot  view  without  some  regret,  that  innocent 
^^es  who  have  expended  time  and  trouble  and  money  in  the 
^<5tdon  should  be  put  to  this  inconvenience,  and  that  the 
*<5tion  should  now  turn  out  to  be  a  nullity,  I  cannot  look  at 
^  consequences.  I  am  here  to  pronounce  the  law  to  the  best  of 
V  judgment,  and  in  my  judgment  the  law  fairly  applied,  both  at 
ommon  law  and  according  to  this  statute^  is  that  the  late  election 
^  the  Borough  of  Hackney  is  void." 
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Costs.  As  to  costs,  Mr.  Barnard  addressed  the  Court  on  behalf  of 

Mr.  Henry  Child,  the  Returning  OflScer,  who  had  been  made  a 
Respondent  in  the  cause.     He  explained  that  a  Retiiming  Officer 
was  an  unpaid  official,  and  received  no  remuneration  whatever  for 
his  duties  at  an  election.    It  was  his  simple  task,  as  fiar  as  money 
matters  were  concerned,  to  obtain  a  deposit  from   each  of  the 
candidates  wherewith  to  defray  the  cost  of  the  poll,  and  hairing 
done  so  to  return  the  balance,  if  any,  to  them.     Mr.  Child  had 
boen  the  Returning  Officer  for  the  district  for  no  less  than  thirty- 
five  years,  and  at  no  previous  election,  during  the  whole  of  that 
];)eriod,  had  any  mishap  occurred.     He  had  always  employed  the 
same  contractor  for  stationery  and  the   materials   for  polling. 
Under  the  Ballot  Act  only  three  days  were  allowed  to  provide 
everything  necessary  for  the  election,  and  that,  he  thought^  hardly 
afforded  sufficient  time  for  the  enormous  amount  of  work  which 
had  to  be  done.     In  this  instance  the  day  of  nomination  was  the 
80th   of  January,  and,  a  poll  being   demanded,  the  Returning 
Officer,  acting  for  the  time  as  the  agent  of  the  candidates,  received 
400Z.  from  each  of  them  as  a  deposit  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
the  materials  for  the  polling.      Orders  were  immediately  given 
for  the  preparation  of  the  necessary  ballot  papers  (numbering  no 
less  than  41,000,  and  each  bearing  a  distinctive  mark  and  number), 
ballot  boxes,  stamps,  and,  in  fact,  everything  necessary  for  the 
election.    Polling  booths  and  stations  were  constructed,  presiding 
officers  and  clerks  were  appointed,  and  all  was  in  readiness.   The 
Returning  Officer  and  his  son  and  partner  made  frequent  inquiries 
at  the  printer's  if  all  was  going  on  smoothly,  and  it  was  arranged  by 
them  that  the  ballot  boxes  and  papers  should  be  delivered  at  each 
station  on  the  night  before  the  poUing-day,  and  left  in  charge  of  a 
responsible  person  until  the  time  arrived  for  opening  the  booths. 
Notwithstanding  all  tliese  precautions,  the  printer  (a  Mr.  Collier) 
failed  to  caiTy  out  his  contract,  and  it  was  this  which  had  caused 
the  fiasco.    He  urged,  in  conclusion,  that  the  Returning  Officer, 
who  was,  he  repeated,  an  unpaid  official,  was  in  no  sense  an 
insurer,  that  he  had  used  due  diligence  and  every  reasonable  pre- 
caution to  conduct  the  election  successfully,  and  tliat  it  would  be 
hard  and  unjust,  under  the  cucumstances,  to  mulct  him  in  the 
costs  of  the  petition,  especially  as  he  had  suffered  already  by 
being  sui)crsedcd  in  his  ai)pointment. 
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Mr.  Justice  Grove,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  follows  : — 
"  I  should  have  had  no  difficulty  on  that  matter  in  this  case 
provided  that  there  had  been  only  the  Petitioner  and  the  sitting 
members,  for  I  think  that  both  Petitioner  and  members  are  so 
perfectly  exempt  from  blame  in  the  matter  that,  although  they 
must  incur  expenses  in  reference  to  this  petition,  still  of  all  cases 
that  have  yet  been  decided  this  is  certainly  a  case  in  which  neither 
of  the  parties  should  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  other. 
But  a  third  question  intervenes — namely,  by  whose  fault  has  this 
been  occasioned  ?  If  I  clearly  saw  my  way  to  a  jurisdiction  in 
this  matter  I  might  have  pronounced  an  opinion  upon  that 
question,  but  having  considered  the  words  of  the  statute,*  I  am 
by  no  means  clear  that  I  have  such  a  jurisdiction  as  would  bear 
ipon  that  particular  matter,  and,  besides,  I  am  by  no  means  sure 
^tif  I  had  such  a  jurisdiction,  and  were  to  exercise  it,  I  might  not 
[>erhaps  wrong  one  or  other  of  the  parties  by  prejudicing  a  remedy 
to  which  they  may  conceive  they  are  entitled.  In  saying  this,  I 
Host  not  be  taken  as  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  whether  they 
We  a  remedy  or  not,  or  whether  they  ought  to  have  one.  Upon 
^e  whole  I  think  that  the  best  decision  I  can  come  to  with  regard 
to  costs  in  this  matter  is,  without  expressing  any  opinion  upon 
the  responsibility  of  the  Returning  Officer  or  upon  what  his 
liability  is  (for  I  think  it  is  always  desirable  for  a  judge  to  do  as 
ittle  as  he  can  in  the  way  of  expressing  extra-judicial  opinions), 
}  make  no  order  as  to  costs." 

*  ParL  EL  Act,  1868,  §§  41,  51. 


CASE   XV. 

BOROUGH  OF  WINDSOR. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  April  21,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Herbert  and  another. 
Respondent:  Mr.   Richardson  Qordner. 
Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.   Murphy,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.   Biron;   Mr,  NibL 

Agent:  Mr.  Darvill. 
Counsel  for  Responde^it :   Mr.  Qiffard,  Q.C. ;   Mr.  Julian  Robins. 

Agent:  Mr.  C.   T.   Phillips. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  prac- 
tices, but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

E\'idence  was  given  in  support  of  the  charge  of  briberj  by 
agent,  but  the  agency  of  tlie  briber  was  not  established.  In 
support  of  the  charge  of  intimidation  it  was  proved  that  the 
llespondent  had  evicted  a  number  of  tenants  after  the  election  of 
1868  because  they  had  voted  against  him,  but  it  was  not  proved 
that  this  conduct  on  his  part,  although,  as  the  judge  observed, 
it  was  very  reprehensible,  did  as  a  fact  unduly  influence  any 
voters  at  the  last  election,  consequently  it  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  a  corrupt  practice  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrnpt 
Practices  Prevention  Act  1854,  so  as  to  avoid  the  last  election. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It  was  proved  that  one  Pantling  wrote  a  letter  to  a  voter 
named  Juniper,  who  at  the  time  of  the  election  was  away  bo^ 
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borough,  offering  to  pay  his  travelling  expenses  if  he  would   a  member  of 
e  and  vote  ;  and  it  was  admitted  that  this  offer,  if  made  by   mfttee^not^^™ 
Respondent  or  an  a^ent  of  his,  would  have  unseated  him.   necesRwiij  an 

*  ^  agent. 

!  only  evidence  of  Pantling  being  an  agent  was  that  he  was 
ember  of  a  committee  which  had  been  formed  for  the  purpose 
•romoting  the  Respondent's  election*  It  was  not  proved  who 
him  on  the  committee,  or  how  he  got  there,  what  his  duties 
3,  or  what  he  did ;  but  his  own  statement  as  to  this  was 
he  understood  that  his  duties  were  to  do  the  best  he 
d  for  the  Respondent. 

[r.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  jud^ent,  said  as  to  this  : — "  I 
Invited  to  believe  that  in  some  way  or  other  a  man  who  has 
n  no  description  of  himself,  except  that  he  was  on  a  com- 
,ee,  was  an  agent,  so  that  his  act  in  writing  this  letter  should 
3at  the  Respondent.  It  appears  to  me  really  impossible  to 
I  that  he  was  an  agent.  I  think  that  according  to  the  autho-  * 
IS,*  and  according  to  the  good  sense  of  the  matter,  he  was 
an  agent.  He  has  given  us  no  account  of  how  he  came  to 
e  this  letter  to  Juniper,  he  having  told  him  where  he  had 
e  to  and  having  told  him  to  write  upon  the  occasion  of  an 
tion.  I  cannot  help  agreeing  with  Mr.  Giffard  that  if  we  were 
lold  this  man  to  be  an  agent  it  would  make  the  law  of  agency 
ipplicable  to  candidates  positively  hateful  and  ludicrous." 

t  was  proved  that  the  Respondent,  some  long  time  before  the  Colourable 

!tion,  gave  away  about  dElOO  among  his  tenants,  some  of  whom  ^ 

«  voters  and  some  not,  and  who  paid  him  altogether  about  £3000 

'ear  in  rent.     This  money  was  spent  in  coals,  beef,  and  tea, 

I  the  Respondent,  on  being  asked  whether,  when  he  made 

86  gifts,  he  had  in  view  the  election  for  the  borough,  admitted 

t  to  a  certain  extent  he  had.    It  was  then  argued  that  the  gift 

this  money  was  a  corrupt  act,  on  account  of  which  the  Re- 

ndent  should  be  unseated. 

Staleybridge,  voL  i.  67 ;  Westminster,  i6.  92 ;  Blackburn,  ib,  200 ; 
>liii,  ib.  272 ;  Taunton,  ib.  183 ;  Wigan,  ib.  189  ;  Galway,  vol.  ii.  53. 
also  Newry,  P.  &  K.  151  ;  Bristol,  P.  &  K.  574. 

It  was  similarly  decided  by  Willes,  J.,  Windsor,  voL  i.  2,  and  per 
Qen,  J.,  in  Youghal  case,  ib,  294.     See  also  Hastings,  ib.  218. 
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Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — "  It 
is  Gei*tain  that  the  coming  election  must  have  been  present  to  bis 
mind  when  he  gave  away  these  things.     But  there  is  no  harm  in 
it  if  a  man  has  a  legitimate  motive  for  doing  a  thing,  although  in 
addition  to  that  he  has  a  motive  which,  if  it  stood  alone,  wonid 
be  an  illegitimate  one.  He  is  not  to  refrain  from  doing  that  which 
he  might  legitimately  have  done  on  account  of  the  existence  of  this 
motive,  which  by  itself  would  have  been  an  illegitimate  motive.  If 
the  Bespondent  had  not  been  an  intending   candidate  for  the 
borough,  and  yet  had  done  as  he  has  done  in  respect  of  these 
gifts,  there  would  have  been  nothing  illegal  in  what  he  did,  and 
the  fact  that  he  did  intend  to  represent  Windsor  and  thou^t 
good  would  be  done  to  him  and  that  he  would  gain  popularity  by 
this  does  not  make  that  corrupt  which  otherwise  would  not  be 
corrupt  at  all. 

Admiasibility         James  West  was  asked  by  Mr.  Muri)liy  for  the  Petitioners  :— 
as  to  acts  of  Q-  Were  you  a  tenant  under  the  Respondent  at  the  time  of 

intimidation  at  ^j^^  election  of  1868  ? 

a  previous 

election.  A.   Yes. 

^^'  ^  Q.  Were  you  canvassed  by  him  ? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  \Miat  occurred  between  you  and  him  when  he  canvassed 
you  for  the  election  of  1868  ? 

Mr.  Giffard,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  the  question  as 
irrelevant  to  the  present  issue.  He  submitted  that  the  Court  vis 
not  tr}dng  what  took  place  at  the  election  of  1868. 

Mr.  Murphy : — '*  It  is  relevant  to  this  issue,  because  it  shows 
that  the  Resjiondent,  by  means  of  terror,  endeavoured  to  prevent 
any  of  his  tenants  from  voting  against  him  at  any  future  election. 
The  mischief  is  not  confined  to  an  individual,  because  terror  is 
struck  among  all  placed  in  a  similar  position.'*  He  referred  to 
the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Willcs  in  the  Blackburn  case.* 

Mr.  Giffard  : — **  Then  tliis  is  an  act  of  intimidation,  according 
to  my  learned  friend,  the  effect  of  which  may  continue  for  all 
tune." 

Mr.  Murphy  : — *'  I  think  it  is." 

♦  Vol.  i.  204. 
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Mr.  Baron  Beam  well  : — "  Mr.  Murphy  saj's  he  dismissed  a 
number  of  people  and  estiiblished  a  reign  of  teiTor,  and  did  the 
act  before  the  eyes  of  those  who  remained.  I  do  not  think  I  can 
reject  this  evidence." 

It  was  then  proved  that  shortly  after  the  election  in  1868  the  Effect  of  act  of 

1  /.  1  •  X      intiraiilation 

Respondent  turned  out  a  number  of  persons  wlio  were  his  tenants  committed 
because  they  had  voted  against  him  at  that  election.  efectbn  must 

It  was  armied  that  this  conduct  on  the  pai-t  of  the  Respondent  ^  s^own  to  be 

"  ^  ....  continuing  at 

with  regard  to  the  election  in  1868  had  the  effect  of  intimidating  the  time  of 
the  tenants  at  the  present  election,  and  in  fact  amounted  to  undue 
influence  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Preven- 
tion Act,  1854,  s.  4. 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  : — 
"  There  is  no  doubt  that  those  men  were  turned  out  after  the 
election  of  1868  because  they  obeyed  the  dictates  of  their  con- 
sciences, and  voted  accordingly.  I  find  that  fact  against  the 
Respondent,  and  if  it  were  enough  to  unseat  him  I  would  do  so 
gladly ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  is.  It  is  not  the  way  in  which 
those  men  were  treated  after  the  election  in  1868  that  affects  the 
3ase,  but  the  question  is  whether  the  treatment  operated  on  the 
minds  of  others  at  the  subsequent  election.  Practically  a  threat 
was  held  out  that  if  the  new  tenants  on  a  future  occasion  exer- 
cised their  franchise  against  the  Respondent,  they  would  be 
turned  out  also.  To  my  mind  it  was  a  tlireat,  and  could  I  but 
have  found  that  that  threat  had  been  in  operation  at  the  time  of 
this  election,  I  should  have  said  that,  although  the  threat  was 
made  in  1869,  still  it  was  a  tlireat  to  influence  the  voters  at 
this  election,  and  that  it  was  a  coiTupt  practice.  To  my  mind 
a  threat  must  be  an  operative  threat  at  the  time  of  the  election, 
and  if  it  were  a  bribe  it  must  be  an  operative  bribe  at  the  time 
of  the  election.  An  offence  might  be  committed,  although  the 
bribe  were  not  operative  at  that  time.  Supposing  it  were  known 
that  there  would  be  a  dissolution  of  Parliament,  and  the  Respon- 
dent threatened  that  if  his  tenants  did  not  vote  for  him  he  would 
turn  them  out,  that  would  be  a  threat  at  the  time  of  the  election. 
That  is  an  extreme  case  to  show  that  the  threat  need  not  be  made 
at  the  very  time  the  election  is  going  on.  On  the  other  hand, 
one  may  put  a  case  to  show  that  it  must  be  a  threat  or  bribe 
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:«^k^ 


\s>)ituiuiu^  in  o(>emtioQ.     Sopposng,  for  instance,  a  man  were 

b(UH^t  to  >vu>  ^t  au  elecdcQ.  :iail  died  five  years  after  he  had 

iKvii  l>itlK\i«  :iuu  ta»f  a  i^^ch:  ^  LaaxsL  the  election  took  place,  is  it 

ui^.^ui;ioIc  *iiHr  :^iti£  e^jif^^-ai  eMOui  be  sroided  on  account  of  thii 

NiY^^^  %  ^     U  >}iiank*<  be.     Siiqipasiir  next,  that  a  man  was  bribed 

IV'  ^v'<^  ^  ^o.  ^ik*irDoiu  bnt  befor£  :&»  decdon  took  place,  both 

.^    xvC>A^  uui  ibe  Toter  repented,  sni  tlie  Toter  returned  the 

^s««v>«    T'Aold  lihax  be  bribery  at  '^  €&ection?     I  think  not 

.   'j^o^   von  can   show  that  the  brS(ie!T  or  threat  is  one  the 

v^>«».    f\i'  n^'hirb  is  in  existence,  coiiinning  till  the  time  of  the 

«.av%H<«n.  although  the  bribe  or  threat  -^imdBi  has  been  given  or 

«w^d<   m^^  bare  subjected  the  parties  t^  fnaialties,  it  is  not  a 

Vnhr  /it  ifarea^t  which  will  avoid  the  ekitflaai-    Assuming  as  I  do 

.^1^^  ^tlh<^<^  tenants  were  threatened  at  lihe  taaw  of  the  evictioDS) 

.^ftrJ^  ;ji5;5;uniing  that  some  of  them  cantimifii  to  be  Toters  at  the 

t^bjitfii^  of  the  last  election,  I  think  the  e&ctt  of  the  Ballot  Act, 

wiimhined  with  the  non-enforcement  of  the  prvimise  (if  I  may  use 

^jiJUKrh  an  expression)  by  the  Respondent,  bad  the  effect  of  pre- 

xvnting  the  threat  being  one  operative  ai  die  time  of  the  last 

election.     I  think  so  because  the  effect  of  tise  Ballot  Act  is  that 

a  man  can  vote  with  safety  according  to  his  conscienee,  and  the 

threat  can  have  no  operation  upon  bfm  unless  you  suppose  he 

is  going  to  be  asked  aft-erwards  how  he  Tot«d.      But  if  it  had 

been  int-ended  that  the  tireiit    should   be   continued  opentiTe, 

what  would  hare  l»een  the  way  in  which  it  would  have  been  d(MQe? 

Suppose  a  plain  case,  which  is  not  venr  Hkdy,  because  it  wodd 

be  fatal  to  do  it.      Suppose  the  Respondent  had  gone  to  the 

t<^nants  and  said,  '  Do  you  remeinl»er  those  voting  against  me  the 

last  time  wei^  turned  out  ? '     •  Yes  I  do,  verv  welL'    *  Tnkss 

you  piv^mise  me  tv^u  will  vote  for  me  you  will  be  turned  out.'  I 

think  that  Wv->ii]d  be  a  threat,  and  a  continuanoe  of  the  dd  threat 

And  I  think  if  any  equivalent  conduct  had  taken  place,  I  think  if 

he  haAi  not  exav^:<»d  a  promise  that  he  shc^uld  vote  fiO"  hiiiL  b«t 

had  >;aid,  *  I  want  you  to  pTwniise  me,'  any  man  would  know  whit 

that  mcjant,  *  t  »ut  I  go,  if  I  don't  vote  for  you,'  that  wooU  h* 

:ft  oontinnanoe  of  tbt  v»Li  ihreiitH  becansie,  although  he  mig^t  ha« 

i^fono  aiid  b:\>ktn  his  word,  yet  a  man,  having  promised,  nri^ 

ha\x^  h  h  hiins^  If  K^und  to  vvt<,  and  then  wH>uld  have  been  voting 
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under  the  influence  of  the  threat.  I  do  not  know  whether 
that  is  too  recondite  a  consideration  ;  if  ever  a  case  should  arise, 
possibly  it  may  be  that  those  who  decide  it  may  take  a  different 
view  from  the  one  I  suggest.  But  what  I  have  to  decide  is,  Has  a 
corrupt  practice  been  made  out  at  this  election  ?  and  I  am  compelled 
to  say  that  a  case  of  corrupt  practice  by  an  undue  influence  has 
not  been  made  out/' 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  declai-ed  the  Respon- 
dent duly  elected. 

As  to  costs,  he  said  as  follows  : — "  Although  I  have  come  to  0<«*»- 
the  conclusion  that  a  case  of  corrupt  practice  by  undue  influence 
has  not  been  made  out,*  it  must  not  be  supposed  for  a  moment 
tliat  I  hold  the  Respondent  blameless.     I  never  wisli  to  go  out  of 
my  way.     I  have  been  too  long  upon  the  bench  to  take  any  plea- 
sure in  scolding  people,  but  with  reference  to  the  decision  I  have 
come  to  upon  tliis  part  of  the  case,  I  think  it  right  to  say  tliat 
the  conduct  of  the  Respondent  ought  to  be  severely  condemned. 
Turning  out  those  men  in  the  way  he  has,  he  has  acted  as  no  just 
man  and  no  gentleman  would  have  acted ;  and  I  am  surprised 
that  any  one  should  try  to  get  into  Parliament  by  such  means. 
I  find  no  fault  with  a  man  trying   to  become  a  person  of  in- 
fluence in  a  borough  by  acquii'ing  property.     He  may  say,  *  If 
I  become  the  owner  of  such  a  quantity  of  property  and  come  in 
contact  with  a  great  number  of  people,  who  find  I  behave  myself 
properly  in  my  dealings  with  them,  they  will  think  I  am  a  proper 
person  to  be  returned  to  Parliament,*  I  think  that  is  a  legitimate 
^oAe  of  influence.     And  I  go  further.     If  there  is  a  choice  be- 
tween two  tenants,  and  one  agrees  with  him  in  poUtics  and  the 
other  does  not,  I  do  not  tliink  it  wrong  if  he  takes  the  tenant  who 
•grees  with  him.     But  that  a  man  should  not  only  do  that,  but 
Qiat  he  should  endeavour  to  coerce  their  opinions  and  make  them 
8lve  up  their  rights,  contrary  to  their  inclinations,  is,  I  think, 
^ost  mischievous.     I  should  not,  however,  have  said  this,  if  it 
**^  not  a  most  important  beaiing  upon  the  only  remaining  matter 
^at  I  have  now  to  dispose  of,  and  that  is  the  costs.     I  certainly 
^hink  the  Respondent  has  brought  upon  himself  this  inquiry ; 
^d  therefore,  though  I  feel  bound  to  declare  he  is  duly  elected,  I 
^tall  leave  him  to  pay  his  own  costs." 

*  As  to  this  see  above,  p.  91.  i 


CASE   XVI. 

BOROUGH  OF  PETERSFIELD. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  Mbllob,  April  21,  1874. 


Petitioner:  Heniy  J.  D.  Stowe. 

Regpondent:  Hon.  S.  H.  JoUiffe. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine ;  Mr.  J.  O.  Griffits; 

Mr.  C.  Bowen. 

Agents:  Messra.  Soames. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Hon.  A.  Theaiger,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  W.  G.  Haiiuon; 

Mr.  Couch. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Bogerson  and  Ford. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  f^ 
tices.  It  also  alleged  that  many  persons  voted  for  the  Respondent 
who  were  disqualified  from  voting,  or  not  qualified  to  be  upon  the 
register  or  to  vote,  and  that  consequently  the  majority  of  th 
voters  for  the  Respondent  was  only  an  apparent  and  colourable 
majority  over  the  unsuccessful  candidate,  William  Nicholson;  and 
it  prayed  the  seat  for  William  Nicholson. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

What  18  iof-         It  was  proved  that  twelve  years  before  the  election  Mr.  Carttf 

of  a  threat  of    had  let  a  cottage  to  one  Goold  (who  was  not  at  the  time  a  voter) 

eviction.  ^^  ^^  condition  that  if  ever  there  should  be  an  election,  and  the 

Respondent's  party  wanted  a  vote,  Goold  would  give  his  rote  fcf 

the  Respondent's  party.     Goold  had  been  waiting  three  years  fcf 


I 


THE  PETERSFIELD  CASE.  95 

cottage,  and  it  was  a  great  advantage  to  him  to  get  it.  A 
days  before  the  poll  the  Respondent  and  Carter  called  at 
>ld's  house,  and  asked  Goold's  wife  whether  her  husband  would 
1  for  the  Respondent.  Upon  Mrs.  Goold  hesitating  to  promise 
vote,  Carter  said,  "  I  think  it  was  named  to  your  husband 
n  he  took  the  house.  Mrs.  Goold  then  answered,  "  I  have 
loubt  but  what  he  will." 

[r.  Justice  Mellor,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  case  as 
►ws  : — "  I  confess  that  if  this  had  been  a  recent  letting,  and 
if  it  had  been  a  condition  that  the  tenant  should  vote  as 
landlord  dictated,  and  then  the  landlord's  agent,  in  the 
ience  of  the  sitting  member,  had  referred  to  the  condition 
n  canvassing  the  tenant,  I  should  have  been  ven'  slow  indeed 
ecide  that  that  might  not  be  a  case  of  undue  influence.  But 
list  take  all  the  circumstances  together.  Twelve  yeara  ago 
Cai*ter  let  this  house  to  Goold  as  a  monthly  tenant  at  la.  6d. 
3ek.  It  is  evident  (and  I  cannot  shut  this  out  from  my  mind) 
.  it  was  an  advantage  to  Goold  to  have  the  house  ;  he  said  he 
been  waiting  three  years  for  the  opportunity  of  getting  the 
se,  and  therefore  he  got  something  which  he  desired  to  have, 
lid  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  which  my  brother  Ballantine 
tes  me  to  come  to,  that  there  was  any  semblance  of  a  threat  in 
.t  passed  in  the  presence  of  the  Respondent,  I  should  certainly 
e  held  that  it  was  undue  influence  sufficient  to  unseat  the 
pendent." 

i  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  given  in  support  of  the  alle- 
ons  of  corrupt  practices, 

[r.  Justice  Mellob  delivered  judgment  as  to  these  allegations, 
stated  that  in  his  opinion  nothing  had  been  proved  which 
3ted  the  Respondent's  seat. 

lefore  the  scrutiny  was  commenced, 

[r.  Seijeant  Ballantine,  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that  the 

5  had  now  arrived  when  the  recriminatory  case  should  be  heaid 

decided. 

[on.  A.  Theaiger,  for  the  Respondent,  then  stated  that  the 

rges  of  corrupt  practices  against  the  Respondent  having  failed, 

I  2 
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he  did  not  propose  to  proceed  with  the  counter-charges  against  the 
Petitioner. 


The  scrutiny  was  then  gone  into. 

Mr.  GriffiUj  for  the  Petitioners,  said  that  he  would  commcDce 
with  the  class  of  voters  who  were  alleged  to  have  received 
parochial  relief  subsequently  to  July  31,  1873,  the  date  of  the 
last  registration. 

Hon.  A.  Thesiger,  for  the  Respondents,  submitted  that  by  8. 1 
of  the  Ballot  Act  the  register  was  made  conclusive ;  it  was  not 
clear,  therefore,  that  receipt  of  parochial  relief  by  a  person 
whose  name  was  on  the  register,  would  disqualify  him  from 
voting. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  stated  that  if  necessary  he  would  reserve 
the  point  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.* 

Mr.  Serjeant  BaUantine  asked  his  Lordship  to  reserve  also,  if 
necessary,  the  case  of  certain  voters  receiving  alms  under  the  wiH 
of  a  person  deceased. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  agreed  to  do  so. 

Receipt  of  The  vote  of  John  Fortescue  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that 

^prov^d!'     he  had  received  parish  relief. 

The  parish  doctor,  on  being  called,  stated  that  in  December, 
1873,  he  attended  the  children  of  John  Fortescue,  although  he 
had  received  no  special  order  from  the  relieving  officer  to  do  so. 
He  was  frequently  in  the  habit  of  attending  persons  whom  he 
knew  to  be  entitled  to  parish  relief  without  having  previously 
received  any  special  order  from  the  guardians. 

Mr.  Thesiger,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted  that,  as  the 
medical  attendance  in  this  case  had  been  obtained  without  an 
order  previously  from  the  relieving  officer,  this  case  did  not  comC 
within  the  statute.! 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  stated  tliat  in  his  opinion  it  is  sufficient  ii 
it  was  proved  tliat  tlie  patient  had  been  attended  by  the  parish 
doctor  as  a  pauper  patient,  a  return  of  his  attendance  having  been 

*  See  the  decision  of  the  Court,  Stowe  v.  JollifTe,  L.  R.  9,  C.  P.  734. 
t  2  Will.  IV.  c  45,  8.  36. 
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rwards  made  to  and  ratified  by  the  guardians,  and  that  the  pro- 
tion  of  an  order  from  the  relieving  oflScer  given  previous  to  the 
mdance  was  not  essential,  although  desirable. 
Che  vote  of  John  Fortescue  was  then  examined,  and  struck  off. 

The  vote  of  Henry  Powell  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  Oocupatioii  by 

•'•''='  servant  wlieu 

was  not  an  occupier,  but  merely  a  servant.  coioumble 

[t  was  proved  that  Powell  was  paid  16«.  a  week  wages,  from 

ich  a  shilling  a  week  was  deducted  for  rent  of  the  house  he 

ed  in.    His  duty  was  to  look  after  the  cattie  on  the  farm,  but 

s  he  could  not  do  unless  he  lived  in  this  house. 

Mr.  Thesiger,  for  the  Respondent,  submitted  that  in  this  case 

ire  was  a  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  created. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  said  that  this  case  was  just  upon  the 

riding  line,  but  upon  the  whole  he  should  sustain  the  vote. 

In  the  next  case  of  George  Blunding,  the  facts  were  similar  to 
3se  in  the  last  case,  except  that  the  voter  received  13«.  a  week 
ges,  and  there  was  no  express  stipulation  about  any  deduction 
m  his  wages  for  rent. 
Mr.  Justice  Mellor  held  that  this  was  not  a  good  vote. 

In  the  next  case  of  Thomas  Aylward,  it  appeared  that  the 

^e  in  which  he  lived  belonged  to  his  master,  and  that  ds.  a 

»nth  was  deducted  from  his  wages  by  way  of  rent.     His  master, 

being  called,  stated  that  Aylward  was  a  weekly  servant,  with 

cottage  by  the  month — that  is  to  say,  he  would  be  entitied  to 

Y  in  his  cottage  one  month  after  leaving,  but  the  cottage  was 

Pely  an  appendage  upon  the  labour,  and  was  there  merely  for 

convenience  of  the  farm.    He  was  asked,  ^'  Should  you  take 

'  one  into  it  who  was  not  a  servant  of  yours  ?  '* 

L  Certainly  not. 

i.  And  he  is  not  free  to  leave  your  service,  and  remain  in  the 
tage? 

L«  Certainly  not. 

ifr.  Justice  Mellor,  after  an  adjournment,  said  as  follows  as 
^ese  votes: — **Ihave  come  to  the  conclusion  that  I  was  a. 
Le  hasty  in  allowing  the  one  vote  that  I  did  allow,  but  as  that 
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is  allowed  I  shall  not  reopen  it.     I  think  the  guiding  principle  in 
all  these  cases  is,  '  Is  the  house  auxiliary  to  the  service  ? '    I  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  that  is  decisive,  because  in  each  of  these 
cases,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  it  is  always  a  question  of  fact,  and 
whenever  a  decision  is  come  to  by  the  Court  upon  a  case  stated 
by  a  revising  hamster,  it  is  generally  ended  in  this  way,  that  'the 
revising  banister  has  so  stated  the  case  that  the  Court  cannot  see 
that  he  was  wrong,  but  they  rarely  lay  down  anjrthing  that  can 
be  taken  as  an  affirmative  guide.     I  think  the  distinction  between 
the  two  cases  may  be  shown  by  cases  which  exist  in  Lancashire 
and  Derbyshire,  where  there  are  usually  attached  to  a  mill  forty  (ff 
fifty  houses,  and  the  owners  require  that  all  persons  who  get  work 
at  the  mill  shall  occupy  these  houses,  provided  there  is  a  house 
vacant ;  if  there  is  not,  they  let  them  live  anywhere  else.    In 
that   case   it  is  not  auxiliary  to  the  service,  but  the  landlord 
requires  it  for  his  own  profit  and   convenience,  because  having 
tlie  security  of  the  man's  work   for  his   rent,  he   lets  him  the 
house,  say  at  28.  a  week,  and  he  requires  the  man  to  take  the 
house  if  there  is  one  vacant,  but  if  there  is  not,  the  man  lives 
elsewhere.     It  is,  therefore,  not  auxiliary  to  the  emplojrment,  but 
an  independent  occupation.     In  all  these  cases  the  rating  is  not 
the  actual  test ;  the  occupier  may  be  rated  or  not ;  he  may  bargain 
with  his  landlord,  and  let  him  pay  the  rate,  and  yet  the  tenant 
may  be  entitled  to  his  vote  quite  independently  of  the  rating.    So 
it  may  be  that  a  certain  sum  per  week  may  be  cut  off  firom  what 
would  otherwise  be  wages  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  a  house. 
But  if  the  bargain  is  this,  *  You  shall  have  16a.  a  week  and  the 
use  of  the  house,'  then  I  am  satisfied  that  it  is  in  the  occupation 
of  the  employer,  and  that  it  is  not  an  independent  tenancy.    Just 
as  in  the  case  of  a  gamekeei)er,  who  occupies  a  house  in  the 
centre  of  a  gentleman's  preserves,  and  has  so  much  a  week  and  a 
house  to  live  in,  the  house  is  not  the  keeper's  as  a  tenant,  but 
he  occupies  it  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  his  duties  as  gam^ 
keeper  to  the  gentleman.     So  also  with  regard  to  a  gardener;  and 
there  are  many  other  instances  of  the  same  kind.     Therefore, 
that    being    so,    I   am   disposed    to   think   that    this    vote  (o^ 
Aylward's)  must  go.     I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  there  may  u^^* 
be  an  agreement  between  a  master  and  a  servant  as  to  the  occu* 
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ition  of  a  house  belonging  to  the  master,  I  am  only  saying 
hat  is  the  presumption  of  fact  which  I  must  arrive  at  upon  the 
idence  as  to  this  particular  case.  I  do  not  at  all  mean'  to  say 
At  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  may  not  coexist  with  an 
dependent  occupation." 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  scrutiny, 

Mr.  Justice  Mellob  said :  '^  I  understand  that  the  learned  Costa. 
>unsel  on  either  side  will  frame  a  case  for  my  approval,  to  be 
ibmitted  to.  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  if  there  is  any 
fference  they  must  come  before  me.     My  labotu's,  therefore, 
e  now  all  terminated  except  with  regard  to  the  question  of 

>St8." 

Mr.  Serjeant  BaUantine  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  a 
criminatory  case  had  been  put  upon  the  record,  and  subsequently 
ithdrawn. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  :  **  I  have  considered  that  point,  and  I 
ink  the  Petitioner  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition  as  far  as 
e  general  allegations  of  corrupt  practices  are  concerned.  The 
sts  of  the  scrutiny  must  abide  the  event  of  the  decision  of  the 
>nrt  of  Common  Pleas.  As  to  the  recriminatory  case,  the  rule 
all  the  judges  is,  that,  whatever  may  have  been  in  the  plead- 
gs,  the  costs  ought  to  follow  the  decision  upon  the  merits  of 
e  case.  We  cannot  enter  into  a  nice  discussion  as  to  dividing 
e  costs  further  than  that,  if  it  should  turn  out  to  be  a  double 
turn  (I  do  not  suppose  it  will),  then  I  should  think  that  each 
rtyx ought  to  pay  his  own  costs.*' 


CASE  XVII. 

BOROUGH  OF  WAKEFIELD. 

Before  Mb.  JusncE  Gboyb,  April  21,  1874. 


Petitumers:    Messrs.  Lee  and  Biiggs. 
Respondent:  Mr.  K  Green. 
Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Hawkins,  Q.C. ;  Hon.  K  Chandoe  Leigh* 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Van  Sandan  and  Camming. 
Counsel  for  Respondents:  Mr.  Charles  Russell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Fcnbo. 
Agents :  Messta  Fernandez  and  GilL 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery  and 
treating,  but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

By  the  evidence  adduced  a  number  of  cases  of  bribery  by  agent 
were  clearly  established. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election  voii 

on  the  ground  of  bribery  by  agent. 
Credibility  of        As  to  the  value  of  the  evidence  given  by  persons  who  allege 
by  bribed         that   they   have  been  bribed,   he  said : — "  It  is  perfectly  true 
peraoM.  ^^^  where  witnesses  are  called  to  prove  that  they  themselves 

were   bribed,  their  testimony  is  open   to  suspicion,  varying  ^ 

• 

degree  with  the  circumstances  under  which  that  testimony  i* 
given,  and  its  eflfect  upon  the  judge  must  depend  a  good  detl 
upon  the  demeanour  of  the  witnesses,  and  to  such  circumstances 
as  may  transpire  to  lead  to  any  fair  or  well-founded  opinion  as  to 
whether,  although  they  are  tainted  with  the  necessary  admission 
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they  have  been  guilty  of  improper  practices,  they  are  so 
3d  that  their  evidence  is  to  be  disbelieved  altogether,  or 
ier  what  I  may  call  the  circumstantial  value  of  their  evidence 
3h  that  they  may  be  believed,  although  they  do  not  come 
ud  in  a  reputable  character.  There  are  no  infallible  rules 
3  laid  down  upon  such  a  matter  as  this,  and  very  slight 
ences  may  turn  the  scale  and  influence  the  mind  of  the 
nal,  as  to  whether  the  witness  is  to  be  believed  or  not.  The 
er  to  one  or  two  questions,  the  mode  of  the  answer,  the 
Tation  as  to  whether  there  is  anything  evasive,  or  whether 
dtness  fairly  makes  what  is  commonly  called  a  clean  breast 
in  an  honest  and  straightforward  way ;  all  these  are  matters 
lonsideration  by  the  tribunal.  Independently  of  this  there 
also  the  sources  from  which  the  evidence  comes,  as,  for 
nee,  supposing  that  three  or  four  witnesses  come  from 
may  be  considered  a  prejudiced  source,  indicating  something 
le  nature  of  a  conspiracy,  or  that  on  the  other  hand  they 
5  from  such  a  variety  of  different  sources  that  it  is  not  likely 
ould  not  be  reasonable  to  presimie  that  they  had  all  been 
ced,  without  any  apparent  reason,  or  without  any  single 
ominating  motive,  to  come  and  tell  a  series  of  falsehoods, 
hese  circumstances  and  a  vast  number  of  others  have  to  be 
3d  at,  some  of  them  so  delicate  and  difficult  of  appreciation 
they  hardly  admit  of  being  described  in  words  as  to  their 
t  upon  the  mind  of  a  judge  who  tries  a  case  of  this 
ription. 

The  reason  why  I  rather  dwell  upon  this  matter  is,  that  the 
ic  should  know  that  these  petitions  are  being  tried  by  men, 
judges  of  this  country,  who  have  generally  as  barristers  had 
ig  experience  in  dealing  with  evidence  in  courts  of  justice, 
therefore  people  will  very  much  delude  themselves  if  they 
ose  that  by  keeping  within  some  particular  dicta  or  expres- 
\  of  the  learned  judges  they  can  creep  out  of  the  difficulty, 
h  is  virtually  a  difficulty  of  conflict  of  intellect.  Corruption 
by  to  beat  the  law,  but  generally  speaking,  and  in  the  long 
I  think  I  may  say  universally,  the  law  will  end  in  defeating 
iption ;  because  so  long  as  society  can  hold  together  in  a 
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civilized  state,  it  has  and  always  will  have  on  its  side  the 
strongest,  the  most  honest,  and  the  most  penetrating  minds. 
Therefore  with  whatever  impunity  people  may  think  that  they 
can  perpetrate  corrupt  practices  by  avoiding  as  they  suppose  the 
difficulties  which  have  been|  fallen  into  in  other  cases,  they  will 
probably  make  a  very  great  mistake,  because  they  will  find  at 
each  new  inquiry  means  of  getting  at  the  truth  which  they  little 
thought  of  when  they  were  measuring  the  new  inquiry  by  the 
past." 

As  to  agency,  he  said  : — 
Evidence  8uf-        "It  was  proved  that  the  Respondent  was  vice-president  of  a 

iicient  to  •  •  i  i  i  -  t*     t  •  « 

establish  case  certam  Society,  that  he  spoke  at  meetmgs  of  that  society,  that 
0  agency.  many  of  the  members  of  that  society  were  to  his  knowledge 
active  partisans  of  his,  and  were  actively  canvassing  for  his, 
that  there  were  certain  rooms  belonging  to  this  society,  which 
might  in  one  sense  be  called  committee-rooms,  but  which  were 
not  committee-rooms  in  the  old  sense  of  being  occupied  by  a 
certain  fixed  committee.  These  rooms  were  placarded  with  the 
Respondent's  name,  and  at  them  business  in  connection  with  the 
election  was  transacted.  These  facts  wovld  primd  facie  bring  the 
case  within  the  law  of  agency,  and  would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  a 
tribunal  that  the  Bespondent  had  put  himself,  or  allowed  himself 
to  be  in  the  hands  of  certain  persons,  or  had  made  common 
cause  with  them  so  as  to  make  himself  liable  if  they,  for  the 
purpose  of  promoting  his  election,  committed  acts  of  bribeiy* 
In  sa}ing  this  there  is  not  the  slightest  personal  imputation  apo& 
the  Respondent.  By  election  law  the  doctrine  of  agency  is 
caiTied  further  than  in  other  cases.  By  the  ordinary  law  d 
agency  a  person  is  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  those  whom  he 
has  not  authorised,  or  even  for  acts  done  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
agent's  authority.  If  a  man  gives  another  person  authority  to 
buy  a  horse  for  him  he  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  that  person 
in  that  transaction,  if  he  gives  him  a  general  authority  to  act  in 
his  business  for  him  he  is  responsible  for  all  his  agents'  acts,  hot 
he  is  not  responsible  for  the  acts  which  his  alleged  agents  cbooee 
to  do  on  their  own  behalf.  But  if  that  construction  of  agencr 
were  put  upon  acts  done  at  elections,  it  would  be  almost  im* 
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;sible  to  prevent  corruption.  Accordingly  a  wider  scope  has 
n  given  to  the  term  *  agency '  in  election  matters,  and  a 
ididate  is  responsible  generally,  you  may  say^  for  the  deeds  of 
•se  who  to  his  knowledge  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  his 
stion  canvass  and  do  such  other  acts  as  may  tend  to  promote 
election,  provided  that  the  candidate  or  his  authorised  agents 
re  reasonable  knowledge  that  those  persons  are  so  acting  with 
t  object.  I  think  it  well  that  I  should  say  in  this  respect  that 
e  it  is  almost  impossible  for  any  judge  to  lay  down  such  exact 
initions  and  limits  as  shall  meet  every  particular  case,  and  it 
jxtremely  important  that  the  public  should  know  that,  because, 
re  it  otherwise,  were  I  for  instance  on  the  present  occasion  to 
tend  to  lay  down  an  exact  definition  of  what  constituted 
incy  at  an  election,  possibly  in  some  other  case  that  particular 
inition  might  be  evaded,  although  what  came  to  substantially 
same  thing  might  have  taken  place.  Happily  there  is  suffi- 
nt  elasticity  in  the  law  to  prevent  that  being  the  case ;  and  here 
in  those  who  think  that  they .  can  evade  the  law  by  just 
eping  out  of  the  words  which  learned  judges  use,  or  even 
ich  tribunals  use,  upon  a  matter  of  this  sort,  which  is  partly 
and  partly  fact,  will  generally  find  that  they  are  very  much 
taken.  It  is  therefore  well  tliat  it  should  be  understood  that  it 
a  with  the  judge,  not  misappljong  or  straining  the  law,  but 
lying  the  principles  of  the  law  to  changed  states  of  facts,  to 
Q  his  opinion  as  to  whether  there  has  or  has  not  been  what 
stitutes  agency  in  tliese  election  matters.  It  is  well  that  the 
lie  should  know  that  they  cannot  evade  the  difficulty  by  merely 
ing,  as  they  suppose,  out  oi  the  technical  meaning  of  certain 
ds  and  phi'ases." 

.8  to  the  nature  of  the  inquiiy  he  said : — 

Under  the  Parliamentary  Election  Act,  1868  powers  are  given  to  Nature  of  the 
dge  which  may  be  exceedingly  useful  for  tlie  purpose  of  aiding  d°  tiBsofthe 
lines  of  this  sort,  but  it  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  im-  i"^8®* 
Able  that  a  judge  can  take  upon  himself  to  inquire  into  the 
iuct  of  a  whole  constituency,  or  call  witnesses  before  him  and 
t  them  as  if  he  were  an  adverse  counsel  testing  their  evidence 
:ros8-examination,  because  he  has  not  materials  for  doing  so. 
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and  because  it  would  be  entirely  a  non-judicial  proceeding.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  powers  given  to  the  judge  by  this  Act  are 
rather  in  aid  of  the  truth  of  this  inquiry,  and  I  cannot  see  that  be 
can  institute  or  carry  out  an  inquiry  himself." 

^^^"^  Costs  followed  the  event. 


CASE  XVIII. 

BOROUGH  OF  BARNSTAPLE. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  April  27, 1874. 


Petitioners:  Messrs.  Fleming  and  Holt. 

Respondents:  Mr.  T.  Cave  ;  Mr.  S.  D.  Waddy. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  W.  Q.  Harrison  ;  Mr.  Collins. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Stevens,  Wilkinson,  and  Harries. 
Counsel  for  Respondents:  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Mr.  Tennant. 
Agents :  Messrs.  Wyatt,  Hoskins,  and  Hooker. 


Thc     petitions   contained    the  usual  allegations    of  corrupt 
practices,  but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  evidence  adduced  by  the  Petitioners  was  insufficient  to 
establish  a  case. 

Mr.   Justice   Mellor,  in  his   judgment,    declared  both  the 
Respondents  duly  elected. 

As  to  the  law  of  agency,  he  said  as  follows : — 

*'  I   quite  think  the   election   law  is  a  ciiiel   and  somewhat  Liability  of 
iiard  law,*  yet  it  is  too  well  settled  for  an  election  judge  to  act  ^cts  of  pereoni 
contrary  to  it.     I  say  that  if  an  agent,  although  he  may  be  no  «™PWe<i  by 
a^ent  to  the  candidate,  be  employed  by  the  agent  of  a  candidate, 
lie  is  a  sort  of  subordinate    agent,  and  if  he  is  employed  by 
persons   who  have  authority  to   employ  people  to  further  the 
election  of  a  particular  individual,  and  in  the  course  of  canvassing 
use  of  a  threat  or  a  promise,  such  an  act  will  make  the 


*  See  a  similar  remark  of  Keating,  J.,  in  Norwich  case,  ante,  p.  41,  and  per 
Ifny^JTij  B.y  Westminster,  vol.  i.  95. 
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candidate  liable,  however  innocent  the  candidate  may  be^or  however 
careful  the  candidate  may  have  been  to  avoid  such  conduct.*  As 
Mr.  Harrison  very  fairly  puts  it,  he  cannot  take  the  benefit  of  the 
services  of  the  individual  and  repudiate  them  at  the  same  time. 
But  the  judge  must  be  satisfied  that  the  man,  when  he  was 
acting,  was  acting  as  the  agent  for  furthering  the  election  of  a 
particular  candidate.  This,  as  my  brother  Blackburn  has  stated 
it,i  must  be  a  question  of  more  or  less — ^it  must  depend  upon  the 
actual  behef  of  the  judge." 

As  to  the  effect  of  properly  conducting  an  election,  he  said : — 
Effect  of  pro-        "Looking  at  the  mode  in  which  this  election  appears  to  have 
ducting  an       been  conducted  generally,  and  the  small  expenditure  incurretl,  I 
eection.  ^^^^  induced  to  adopt  the  dictum  J  of  my  brother  Martix,  and  to 

say  that  where  it  is  evident  that  it  was  intended  that  an  election 
should  be  honestly  conducted,  and  where  the  expenditure  shows 
that  the  parties  contemplated  only  that  which  was  honest  and 
legitimate,  I  should  require  very  conclusive  evidence  to  induce 
me  to  declai'e  it  void." 
As  to  costs,  he  said : — 
CoBta.  **  Upon  the  question  of  costs  I  hold  a  very  strong  opinion.    I 

cannot  balance  how  much  ground  may  have  presented  itself  to  the 
minds  of  tlie  persons  who  are  Petitioners,  unless  there  be  some 
manifestly  flagrant  act  upon  the  part  of  the  sitting  members  which 
was  calculated  to  lead  them  into  a  petition,  although  ultimately  it 
might  turn  out  to  be  unsuccessful.     There  are  cases,  but  thev 
are  ver}'  few  (one  was  mentioned  by  my  late  brother  Whiles  in  a 
judgment  of  his,§  and  my  brotlier  Bramwell   the   other  dajj 
acted  much  upon  the  same  principle),  in  which  each  party  has 
had  to  pay  tlieii*  own  costs.     But  in  this  case  I  can  see  nothiiig 
to  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule,  and  my  determination  therefore 
is  that  the  Petitioners  must  pay  the  expenses  of  this  inquiry." 

*  See  similar  remarks  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Bewdley  case,  voL  L  18^  ud 
Staleybridge  case,  vol.  i.  69. 
t  Staleybrid>]je,  vol.  i.  70. 

J  Wigan,  vol.  i.  192,  cited  by  Grove,  J.,  Taunton,  ante,  p.  75. 
§  S^nnhUy  Guildford,  vol.  i.  lo. 
II  Windsor  case,  ante,  p.  93. 


CASE  XIX. 

BOROUGH  OF  STROUD 

Bbfor£  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  April  28,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Baynes  and  otherp. 

Respondents:  Mn  Stanton  and  Mr.  Dickinson. 

Counul  far  Petitioners :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C  ; 

Mr.  A.  L.  Smith. 

Agents:  Messrs.  White  and  Sons. 

Counsel  for  Respondents:  Mr.  Hawkins,  Q.C. ;  Hon.  E.  Chandos  Leigh  ; 

Mr.  Anstie. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Waterhouse  and  Winterhotham. 


•    The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery  and 
treating,  but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  corrupt  treating  had  been  committed  by 
seyeral  persons  who  were  undeniably  agents  of  the  Respondents, 
andfthe  Respondents  thereupon  declined  further  to  uphold  the 
Talidity  of  the  election. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It  was  proved  by  the  evidence  of  his  brother  Williams  that  one  Admissibility 
£dward  Stephens  had  disappeared  shortly  after  the  election.     IttobnUryby 
^was  alleged  by  the  Petitioners  that  Edward  Stephens  had  bribed  CH^^nded. 
several  voters,  and  his  brother  William  was  asked  questions  with 
«i  view  to  show  that  he  knew  from  what  Edward  had  said  to  him 
%b9i  he  had  committed  the  alleged  bribery. 

Mr.   Hawkins,    for    the    Respondents,    objected    to    William 
Stephens  bemg  asked  such  questions  as  these. 
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Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  :  "  I  would  rather  receive  the  evidence, 
and  I  will  undertake  to  say  that  it  shall  not  unduly  bias  me  if  it 
is  not  to  be  acted  upon.  If  there  is  no  better  evidence  of  this 
alleged  bribery  than  that  he  had  said  to  his  brother,  '  I  have 
bribed  so  and  so/  I  should  not  act  upon  it." 

Adjournment        Subsequently  the  father  of  Edward  Stephens  was  called,  aod 
order  that  a      admitted  that  he  knew  his  whereabouts,  whereupon 
wmroU^^to^     Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  said :  "  It  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  any 
attend.  Court  would  allow  justice  to  be  trifled  with  by  the  continued 

absence  of  witnesses.     I  would  adjourn  for  six  months  if  it  were 

necessary  for  this  witness  to  be  called  here." 

Duties  of  the  Stephens  and  the  other  witnesses  did  not  appear  at  all,  but  at 
notln?^  *  *^^  close  of  the  case,  after  the  Respondents  had  declined  to 
quiaitorial.       contest  the  seat  any  further,  and  before  delivering  judgment, 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  said  further  as  to  this :  "  I  have  been 
wondering  whether  I  ought  to  compel  the  attendance  of  Stephens 
and  the  other  men,  or  to  order  it — I  will  not  say  compel  it.    The 
statute  *  says  '  compel.'     There  is  not  the  least  proof  against  any 
of  them  at  present,  and  therefore  I  appeal  to  you,  brother  Ballan- 
tine,  and  Mr.  Hawkins,  to  assist  me,  as  the  case  is  really  oyer. 
I  rather  think  that  the  meaning  of  this  statute  is,  not  that  the 
judge  should  compel  the  attendance  of  any  person  with  a  view  to 
the  report  he  may  make  to  the  Speaker,  but  with  a  view  to  the    j 
true   decision   of  the   question   between   the   Petitioner  and  the     ' 
Respondent.  If  so  it  is  not  necessary  to  compel  the  attendance  of    ; 
these  people,  as  that  would  be  attended  with  this  extreme  incon*     j 
venience,   that    I    should    have    to   adjourn    the    Court  for  a     ' 
week." 

♦  ParL  EL  Act,  1868,  s.  32,  is  as  follows :— "  On  the  trial  of  an  election 
petition  under  this  Act  the  judge  may,  by  order  under  his  hand,  compci  the 
attendance  of  any  person  as  a  witness  who  appears  to  him  to  have  been  con- 
cerned in  the  election  to  which  the  petition  refers,  and  any  person  refusing  to  i 
obey  such  order  shall  be  guilty  of  contempt  of  court.  The  judge  may  examine 
any  witness  so  compelled  to  attend,  or  any  person  in  court,  although  Mch 
witness  is  not  called  and  examined  by  any  party  to  the  petition.  After  the 
examination  of  ajwitness  as  aforesaid  by  a  judge,  such  witness  may  be  ctom- 
examined  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Petitioner  and  Respondent,  or  either  of 
them." 
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Mr.  Hawkins :  "  Mr.  Justice  Grove,  at  Wakefield,*  stated  that 
lie  thought  it  was  no  part  of  his  duty  to  compel  the  attendance  of 
vritnesses,  or  to  be  sending  for  witnesses,  or  acting  in  an  inquisi- 
torial manner.'* 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  :  ''  It  is  evident  that  I  need  not  compel 
it  on  behalf  of  either  party,  because  the  statute  says,  '  after  the 
examination  of  witnesses  aforesaid  by  the  judge,  such  witnesses 
may  be  cross-examined  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Petitioners  and  Ke- 
spondents  or  either  of  them.'  Therefore,  the  judge  for  his  own 
views  and  objects,  compels  the  attendance." 

Mr.  Hawkins :  "  At  Wakefield,  after  witnesses  had  been  called 
to  disprove  some  of  the  acts  of  bribery  alleged,  one  of  the  persons 
who  was  alleged  to  have  bribed  was  called  to  contradict  five  or  six 
witnesses,  and  he  swore  he  did  not  bribe  them.     I  submitted  it 
was  no  part  of  my  duty,  inasmuch  as  the  object  of  the  petition 
was  gained  (the  judge  had  already  decided  that  the  election  was 
void)  to  be  cross-examining  witnesses  for  the  mere  purpose  of  dis- 
cussing a  question  which  was  not  material  to  the  case  before  the 
judge ;  and  the  learned  judge  intimated  that  I  was  adopting  the 
proper  course,  and  he  said  as  follows  :  '  It  is  no  part  of  my  duty 
to  be  investigating  isolated  cases ;  if  the  Legislature  should  think 
fit  to  direct  inquiry  they  can  do  so,  and  there  will  be  proper 
parties  appointed  to  do  it,  but  such  an  inquiry  is  not  to  be  held 
at  the  expense  either  of  the  Petitioner  or  the  Respondent.     The 
object  of  the  petition  being  gained,  there  is  an  end  of  the  inquiry 
as  far  as  the  parties  are  concerned.'     I  therefore  abstained  from 
CToss-exammmg  the  witnesses." 

Mr.  Oiffard :  "  I  am  able  to  assist  your  Lordship  with  a  case 
in  point.  Mr.  Justice  Willes,  in  the  Windsor  case,t  made  exactly 
the  same  observations — namely,  that  his  duties  were  judicial,  not 
inquisitorial ;  and  if  the  judicial,  issue  was  determined  by  evidence 
l>cfore  him,  it  was  no  part  of  his  duty  to  enter  into  an  inquiry  as 
to  the  state  of  the  borough." 

Mr.  Baron  Beam  well  :  "  You  could  not  name  a  greater 
Authority.     That  is  my  own  notion  too." 

Ifr.  Hawkins  :  **  The  Petitioners  will  have  a  right  to  say  that, 

*  Ante,  p.  103. 
t  Vol.  i.  p.  6. 
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inasmuch  as  the  petition  is  decided,  tlwre  is  so  far  an  end  of  the 
matter." 


Production  of 
telegrams  by 
the  Post-office 
aathorities. 


Mr.  Casserley,  an  officer  in  the  General  Post  Office,  was  called 
upon  a  subpcgnd  duces  tecum  to  produce  certain  telegrams  wbicii 
had  passed  between  two  persons  whose  names  were  mentioned  in 
the  subpoena  between  two  certain  dates,  but  he  refused  to  produce 
them  without  an  order  from  the  Court. 

Mr.  Baron  Bbamwell  :  "  It  is  just  as  well  that  the  matter  shoald 
proceed  technically." 

Mr.  Giffard :  *'  I  do  not  know  whether  your  Lordship's  atten- 
tion has  been  called  to  the  provision  in  the  statute.  I  have  asked 
the  witness  to  produce  the  telegrams  between  A.  L.  Leonard  and 
H.  S.  Leonard  between  January  27  and  February  4." 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  (to  the  witness) :  "  Do  yon  object  to 
produce  them  ?  ** 

A.  "  I  do." 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  :  *'  As  at  present  advised,  I  willnotmike 
you." 

The  witness :  "  May  I  explain  my  objection  ?  " 

Mr.  Baron  Brabiwell  :  *'  Your  objection  is  that  telegrams  are 
of  a  confidential  character,  and  the  Post  Office  desire  to  keep  the 
confidence  imviolated." 

The  witness  :  "  That  is  broadly  so,  but  it  is  regulated  by  the 
interpretation  put  upon  the  two  Acts  of  Pai'hament  on  the  point 
The  Telegraph  Act  1868  (31  &  32  Vict.  c.  110),  s.  20,  enwte 
that  '  any  person  having  official  duties  connected  with  the  Post 
Office,  or  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Postmaster-General,  who  shal 
contrary  to  his  duties,  disclose  or  in  any  way  make  known  or 
intercept  the  contents,  or  any  part  of  the  contents,  of  any  tde- 
graphic  message,  or  any  message  addressed  to  the  Postmasttf* 
General,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanour.'  The  Act  of  1869 
(32  &  33  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  23)  enacts  that '  nothing  in  this  Act  con- 
tained shall  have  the  effect  of  reUeving  any  officer  of  the  Post 
Office  from  any  liability  which  would,  but  for  the  passing  <rf  tM* 
Act,  have  attached  to  a  telegraph  company  or  to  any  other  com- 
pany or  person,  to  produce  in  any  court  of  law,  when  duly  reqnirpd 
so  to  do,  any  such  written  or  printed  message  or  communica- 
tion.' " 
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tfr.  Baron  Brai^well  :  "  What  do  they  mesdn  by  that  ?  '* 

Witness :  "  I  will  not  pretend  to  interpret  this  section,  but  the 

w  the  Post  Office  has  taken  of  the  section  is  thid — that  without 

f  express  direction  of  the  Court,  it  is  contrary  to  the  duty  of 

!  Post  Office  or  any  of  its  officers  to  produce  in  Court  any  tele- 

im  that  may  be   called  for  having  reference  to  the  public 

erest  at  large.    Your  Lordship  may  probably  be  aware  that  the 

3stion  Was  raised  in  the  recent  case  at  Taunton  ?  *'  * 

)ir.  Baron  BraMwell:  ''1  was  not  unacquainted  with  the 

dsion  before   it  was  announced,  because  Mr.  Justice  Grove 

isulted  my  brother  Mellor  and  myeielf  about  it." 

Fhe  witness :  "  The  diflference  between  that  ca^  and  this  id 

It  there  they  served  a  subpoEfna  in  general  tefms  for  the  produc- 

Q  of  all  telegrams  sent  to  and  from  London  during  four 

nths." 

kir.  Baron  BRAMWEiiL  :  "  I  have  a  strong  impression  that  these 

niments  are  in  the  custody  of  her  Majesty,  and  that  you  have 

light  to  bring  them  here  any  more  than  a  banker's  clerk  has  a 

bt  to  bring  his»  master's  ledger.    I  have  a  very  strong  notion  to 

i,  effect." 

tfr.  Oiffdrd  submitted  that  the  telegrams  ought  to  be  pro- 

Hr.  Baron  BraMwell  :  "  We  must  decide  the  matter  techni- 
ly.     Do  you  ask  him  to  produce  the  telegrams  ?  " 
Ifr.  Qiffard :  "  I  da." 

ilr.  Baron  Bramwell  (to  the  witness) :  '*  You  are  called  upon 
produce  them.    Do  you  produce  them  ?  " 
iVitness:  "My  instructions  are  not  to  produce  them  unless 
Court  directs  me  to  do  so.     I  must  obey  those  directions." 
kfr.  Baron  Bramwell  :  "  Then  you  do  not  produce  them  ?  " 
i^itness :  **  I  do  not  produce  them/' 

klr.  Serjeant  Ballantine :  *'  Then  I  call  upon  your  Lordship  to 
[er  him  to  do  so." 

iir.  Baron  Bramwell  :  "  I  decline  to  do  so*  I  have  dealt  with 
eclmicallyy  and  I  have  great  doubts  whether  there  is  a  power  of 
apdling  any  person  to  produce  them^  for  the  reason  I  have 

•  Ante,  p.  72. 
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named — namely,  that  they  are  in  the  custody  of  her  Majesty;  and  I 

ceilainly  have  too  much  doubt  about  it  to  enforce  it  by  the  smmnaiy 

remedy  of  commitment  for  contempt  for  their  non-productioiL  I 

have  little  doubt  that  whoever  drew  that  section  *  in  the  Act  did 

intend  that  there  should  be  some  compulsion  upon  the  Post  Oice 

authorities  to  produce  the  documents,  but  I  am  by  no  means  sore 

that  the  proper  means  are  used  for  doing  it.     The  proper  test  b 

this,  if  you  subpoena  the  Postmaster-General,  he  may  say,  *I 

have  not  got  them  ;  they  are  in  my  possession  as  a  servant  of  tke 

Crown.'   The  matter  is  too  doubtful  for  me  to  settle  that  questioD 

by  the  sunmiar}^  process  of  a  committal  for  contempt,  and  more 

especially  I  am  indisposed  to  do  it  because  I  really  think  that  for 

the  public  good  there  ought  to  be  no  such  power  of  compelling  the 

production  of  these  documents.     It  is  the  necessary  consequence 

that  persons  who  correspond  by  telegram  are  obliged  to  repow 

confidence  in  the  Crown,  and  I  believe  it  will  be  for  the  public 

good  if  it  is  found  that  that  is  a  confidence  that  the  Crown  cannot 

be  compelled  to  violate.  Inconvenience  might  arise  in  many  cases; 

it  might  arise  in  the  case  of  a  confidential  communication  between 

attorney  and  client,  or  husband  and  wife  :  therefore  we  must  loA 

to  the  general  principle.     I  strongly  incline  to  the  opinion  that  it 

is  for  the  good  of  the  community  that  the  necessai'y  confidence  of 

a  sender  of  a  telegram  in  the  Post  Office  should  not  be  violated. 

Therefore,  taking  that  into  account,  and  taking  into  account  the 

doubt  I  have  as  to  the  power  to  compel  the  production,  1  wiD 

not  enforce   it   by  the   sunmaary  proceeding  of  commitment  fa 

contempt  of  court.     I  should  add  to  the  remarks  I  have  made 

that  the  Crown  could  always  say,  *  We  think  this  ought  to  h 

produced,  and  we  shall  raise  no  objection  to  its  production.'" 

At  the  close  of  the  Petitioners'  case, 

Mr.  Hawkins,  for  the  Respondents,  stated  that  after  the  en* 
dence  which  had  been  given  of  corrupt  treating  by  agents,  b 
would  not  further  contest  the  seat.  He  asked  leave  to  put  the 
Respondents  and  several  other  persons  in  the  witness-box  to  denj 
that  they  were  in  any  way  personally  to  blame  in  the  matter. 

♦  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  23. 
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This  having  been  done, 

IVIr.  Baron  Bramwell  pronounced  judgment,  declaring  that  the 
Respondents  were  not  duly  elected,  but  exonerating  them  from 
any  personal  blame  as  to  the  treating. 

As  to  the  treating  he  said  :  "I  think  it  is  veiy  likely  that  Mr.  Corrupt  treat- 
Smith  and  the  other  people  who  got  up  these  most  unwise  treats  and  ignorant 
and  entertainments  did  not  know  that  what  they  were  doing  was  ^^^^ 
contrary  to  law.     The  openness  with  which  they  did  it  was  such 
as  to  exclude  the  notion  that  they  thought  tliat  they  were  doing 
anything  wrong.    But  I  confess  that  I  think  it  was  very  wrong. 
When  we  consider  the  character  of  the  voters  that  were  called 
liere,  the  entire  absence  of  education  in  all,  and  that  they  could 
neither  read  nor  write,  knowing  nothing  about  the  parties,  except 
that  one  was  blue  and  the  other  was  yellow,  it  is  impossible  not  to 
see  that  the  treating  and  entertainment,  whether  it  was  a  shilling 
or  twopence,  must  have  had  the  tendency  to  make  people  vote 
'who  otherwise  would  not  have   voted.      Therefore,  although   I 
recognize  the  truth  of  Mr.  Smith's  statement,  and  believe  that 
the  people  who  were  parties  to  these  imwise  and  unlawful  enter- 
tainments did  not  know  that  they  were  doing  wrong,  I  think  it 
was  a  ver}^  improper  thing,  and  I  very  much  wish  that  the  conse- 
quences could  reach  them  rather  than  the  two  gentlemen  who 
are  unseated  by  acts  done  utterly  contrar}-  to  their  own  wishes 
and  intentions.      I  do   not   like  to  recommend  proceedings  for 
penalties,  but  it  might  read   a   ver}'  useful   lesson    to   some   of 
those  gentlemen  if  they  were  made  to  pay  some  of  the  penalties 
they  have   incmTcd  under   the   Act*    by    this  most    improper 
treating." 

As  to  costs  he  said :  "  Although  there  is  no  guilty  know-  Costs, 
ledge  on  the  part  of  the  Respondents  in  this  case,  I  must  order 
them  to  pay  the  costs,  and  for  this  reason,  that  the  only  way  the 
judge  has  of  getting  at  those  who  commit  wrongful  acts  is  to  get 
•t  those  whom  the  law  has  made  responsible  for  those  unlawful 
^^cts,  and  in  this  case  it  is  the  two  Bespondents.  And  when  one 
^mes  to  consider  that  it  is  a  perfectly  possible  thing  that  these 
Corrupt  practices  may  have  influenced  the  election,  and  that  the 

♦  Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854,  s.  4. 
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small  temptation  may  have  operated  upon  the  small  intelligences 
to  which  it  was  addressed,  I  think  it  is  perfectly  possible  that  the 
unsuccessful  candidates  may  owe  ihe  loss  of  their  return  to  these 
improper  practices.  I  cannot,  as  I  said  before,  blame  the  Re- 
spondents at  all.  I  am  satisfied  they  are  perfectly  innocent  in 
the  matter,  and  one  cannot  help  being  sorry  for  them.  Perhaps 
they  ought  to  have  kept  a  sharper  look-out  upon  what  was  going 
on.  I  am  not  going  to  insinuate  what  I  do  not  say,  that  these 
things  came  to  their  knowledge,  but  it  is  very  strange  that  they 
did  not  come  to  the  knowledge  of  somebody  whose  duty  it  was 
to  inquire  into  them  and  to  report  to  these  gentlemen.  Be  that 
as  it  may»  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Petitioners  are  in  the  right, 
and  that  the  imsuccessful  candidates  have  yeiy  properly  suffered 
by  these  practices.  The  Respondents  are  responsible  for  them, 
and  therefore  I  think  that  what  one  may  call  the  ordinary  conse- 
quences should  follow — namely,  that  the  Respondents  in  this  case 
should  pay  the  costs." 


CASE  XX. 

BOROUGH   OF  DUDLEY. 

Before  Mb.  Justice  Qrove,  April  28,  1874. 


Fetitioners :  Benjamin  Hingley  and  others. 

Respondent :  Heniy  Biinsley  Sheridan. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Powell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Jelf. 

Agents  :  Messm.  Homfray  and  Holberton. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  M'Intyre,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Hodson. 

Agents:  Messrs.  Harrisons. 


The  petition*  was  as  follows : — 

1.  "  YouE  Petitioners,  Benjamin  Hingley  and  Edward  Bowen, 
are  persons  who  voted  at  the  above  election,  and  your  Petitioners, 
Josiah  Bobinson  and  Thomas  Foxall,  are  persons  who  had  a 
light  to  vote  at  the  above  election. 

2.  "  And  your  Petitioners  state  that  the  election  was  holden  on 
the  4th  day  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1874,  when 
Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan,  Esquire,  and  Frederick  Smith 
Shenstone,  Esquire,  were  candidates,  and  the  Betuming  Officer 
lias  returned  the  said  Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan,  Esquire,  as  being 
duly  elected. 

*  As  to  the  wording  of  the  petition,  Mr.  Justice  Grove  said,  ^*  The  sole 
Allegation  in  the  petition,  although  it  is  conveyed  in  a  vast  number  of  words, 
is  sabstantially  that  there  was  so  much  riot  and  intimidation  by  mobs  that  it 
'waf  not  a  free  election.'^    Vide  infra,  p.  119. 
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8.  **  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  before  and  during  the  hours 
of  polling  on  the  said  4th  day  of  February  large  crowds,  mobs, 
and  organised  bands  of  disorderly  rioters,  violent  and  dangerous 
persons  in  the  interest  and  in  favour  of  the  said  Henry  Brinsley 
Sheridan,  assembled   and  congregated  near  to,  at,  and   around 
divers  of  the  polling  booths  and  polling  stations  appointed  for 
taking  the  poll  in  the  said  Borough,  and  assaulted  and  beat  and 
insulted,  and  seriously  intimidated  and  physically  obstructed  and 
necessarily  alarmed  and  put  in  bodily  fear  large  numbers  of  voters 
entitled  to  vote  in  the  said  election,  who  might  and  would  other- 
wise have  voted  for  the  said  Frederick  Smith  Shenstone,  and 
prevented  large  niunbers  of  such  voters  from  approaching  the 
said  polling    booths    and  voting  therein,   and    prevented  and 
deterred  a  large  proportion  of  the  voters  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
said  election  from   exercising  the  franchise   at  all  in  the  said 
election,  and  large  numbers  of  persons  who  had  the  franchise 
were  not  at  liberty,  as  they  ought  to  have  been,  to  go,  and  had 
not  the  means,  as  they  ought  to  have  had,  of  going  to  the  poll 
and  giving  their  votes  without  obstruction  and  without  fear  or 
intimidation. 

4.  "  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  while  on  the  one  hand  large 
numbers  of  voters  who  wore  the  colours  of  the  said  Hennr 
Brinsley  Sheridan,  and  who  were  known  to  be  supporters  of  the 
said  Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan,  were  cheered  and  permitted  and 
encouraged  by  the  said  crowds,  mobs,  and  disorder^  bands  to 
approach — and  did  approach — the  said  polling  booths  and  polling 
stations  and  voted  therein  ;  on  the  other  hand,  large  numbers  of 
voters  who  did  not  wear  the  colours  of  the  said  Henry  Brinsley 
Sheridan,  and  who  were  known  to  be  supporters  of  the  said 
Frederick  Smith  Shenstone,  were  hooted,  illtreated,  hindered, 
abused,  and  threatened  by  the  said  crowds,  mobs,  and  disorderly 
bands,  and  were  by  them  prevented  and  deterred  from  approaching 
and  could  not  approach  the  polling  booths  and  polling  stations, 
or  vote  therein,  as  they  were  entitled  to  do,  and  ought  to  have 
been  allowed  to  do, 

5.  "  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  about  midday,  and  sub- 
sequently on  the  said  4th  day  of  February',  a  serious  riot  took  place 
in  the  said  Borough,  and  a  mob  of  persons  in  favour  of  the  said 
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Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan,  and  opposed  to  the  said  Frederick 
Smith  Shenstone,  entered  the  town  of  Dudley,  and  also  the 
town  of  Brierley  Hill,  smashed  the  windows  of  many  houses 
therein,  and  did  very  great  damage,  and  such  riots  were  only 
checked  by  the  arrival  of  a  troop  of  mounted  artillery,  who  had 
been  telegraphed  for  for  that  purpose,  and  that,  as  well  by  such 
riots  as  by  the  other  disorderly  proceedings  in  the  previous 
paragraphs  of  this  petition  set  forth,  the  inhabitants  of  the  said 
Borough  became  and  were  greatly  alarmed,  and  life  and  property 
was  considered  unsafe  in  the  said  Borough,  and  large  numbers  of 
persons  entitled  to  vote,  and  who  otherwise  might  and  would 
have  voted  in  the  said  election,  were  necessaiily  deten^ed  from 
voting  at  the  said  election,  insomuch  that  out  of  a  constituency 
of  fourteen  thousand  voters  in  the  said  Borough  nearly  five 
thousand  voters  did  not  vote  at  the  said  election. 

6.  "  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  about  three  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon  of  the  said  4th  day  of  February,  the  Mayor  of  Dudley, 
William  Wilkinson,  Esquire,  being  the  Returning  Officer  for  the 
said  Borough,  having  before  him  police  reports  of  the  extreme 
intimidation  and  obstruction  used  by  the  said  crowds,  mobs,  and 
disorderly  bands,  and  of  the  unsafe  and  disorderly  state  of  the 
Borough,  and  deeming  life  and  property  to  be  unsafe  in  the  said 
Borough,  adjourned  the  poll  in  certain  districts  of  the  said 
Borough,  each  of  which  contained  several  polling  booths  and 
polling  stations,  and  himself  read  the  Riot  Act. 

7.  "  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  the  said  Returning  Officer 
in  so  adjourning  the  poll  in  the  said  districts  adjourned  it  from 
Wednesday  the  4th  until  Saturday  the  7th  day  of  February. 

8.  '*  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  the  said  Returning  Officer 
then  and  there,  that  is,  at  about  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of 
the  said  4th  day  of  February,  publicly  announced  the  said 
adjournment  of  the  poll  in  the  said  districts  from  the  4th  to  the 
7th  of  Februar}'  at  the  Public  Office  of  the  said  Borough. 

9.  **  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  the  said  Returning  Officer 
immediately  after  so  publicly  announcing  the  said  adjournment 
as  aforesaid  despatched  written  orders  to  the  presiding  officers 
at  each  polling  booth  and  polling  station  within  the  said  districts 
to  adjourn   accordingly,  but   in   consequence   of  the  prevailing 
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blockade  and  confusion  none  of  such  orders  reached  or  could 
reach  the  said  polling  booths  and  polling  stations  respectivelj 
until  after  four  o'clock  p.m.,  when  the  poll  at  those  booths  and 
stations  had  already  closed. 

10.  ''And  your  Petitioners  say  that  in  consequence  of  the 
said  pubUc  announcement  of  adjournment  divers  voters  entitled 
to  vote,  and  who  otherwise  might  and  would  have  voted  in  the 
said  districts  for  the  said  Frederick  Smith  Shenstone,  abstained 
from  voting,  and  did  not  vote  in  the  said  districts. 

11.  *'  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  on  the  next  day,  the  5tb 
day  of  February,  the  said  Betuming  Officer,  disregarding  his 
said  announcement  of  adjournment  served  the  agent  of  the  said 
Frederick  Smith  Shenstone  with  a  written  notice  that  he  should 
proceed  with  the  counting  of  the  votes,  and  should  declare  the 
poll  on  that  day,  the  5th  day  of  February,  and  the  said  agent  of 
the  said  Frederick  Smith  Shenstone  protested  against  the  said 
notice. 

12.  "  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  accordingly  on  the  said 
5th  day  of  February  the  said  Betuming  Officer  caused  the 
counting  of  the  said  votes  to  be  proceeded  with,  and  when  it 
was  completed  the  said  agent  of  the  said  Frederick  Smith  Shen- 
stone handed  to  the  said  Betuming  Officer  the  following  written 
protest : — 

**  *  Dudley  Borough  Election. 
*"  To  THE  Betuenino  Officer, — 

"  '  I,  as  agent  of  Mr.  Frederick  Smith  Shenstone,  protest 
against  your  making  a  declaration  of  the  poll,  as  you  had  giTcn 
public  notice  yesterday,  previous  to  the  close  of  the  poll,  of  your 
having  adjourned  the  poll  imtil  Saturday  next,  in  consequence  of 
the  obstruction  to,  and  intimidation  of,  Mr.  Frederick  Smith 
Shenstone's  voters,  and  of  the  disorderly  state  of  the  Borough. 

"  '  Dated  the  6th  day  of  Febmary,  1874. 

(Signed)  " '  Jeston  Homfrat/ 

13.  "  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  the  said  Betuming  Officer 
nevertheless  and  notwithstanding,  and  in  spite  of  the  said  protest, 
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to  wit,  on  the  said  5th  day  of  February,  declared  the  poll  to  be  as 
follows : — 

Sheridan       .     .     .       6149 

Shenstone     .     •     •       4181 


Majority  for  Sheridan    •     •        968 


and  he  has  returned  the  said  Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan  as  being 
duly  elected  as  aforesaid. 

14.  **  And  your  Petitioners  say  that  on  the  said  4th  day  of 
February  it  became,  and  was,  as  it  still  is,  evident  that  the  afore- 
said riots  and  intimidation  were  so  general  as  to  influence  the 
votes  of  the  body  of  voters,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises 
freedom  of  election  was  violated  at  the  said  election,  and  that  the 
numbers  actually  polled  thereat  did  not,  could  not,  and  do  not 
represent  the  real  opinion  and  political  feeling  of  the  majority  of 
the  constituency,  and  that  without  an  adjournment  or  a  fresh 
election  such  real  opinion  and  political  feeling  could  not  and 
cannot  be  ascertained. 

"Wherefore  your  Petitioners  pray  that  it  may  be  deter- 
mined that  the  said  Henry  Brinsley  Sheridan,  Esquire, 
was  not  duly  elected  or  returned,  and  that  the  election 
was  void." 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

A  witness  was  asked  by  Mr.  Powell,  for  the  Petitioners,  "  Are  Evidence  con- 
you  a  paid  canvasser  ?  "  Siitions  in 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  :  "  I  do  not  see  how  this  bears  upon  the  P«*i*ion. 
question  at  issue.  The  sole  allegation  in  the  petition,  although 
it  is  conveyed  in  a  vast  number  of  words,  is  substantially  that 
there  was  so  much  riot  and  intimidation  by  mobs  that  there 
was  not  a  free  election.  Upon  what  issue  in  the  petition  can  it 
bear  whether  this  man  is  a  paid  canvasser  or  not  ?  " 

The  question  was  not  pressed. 

Mr.  M'Intyre,  in  opening  the  Respondent's  case,  stated  that 
he  should  call  evidence  to  prove  (1)  that  the  account  given  of  the 
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rioting  was  an  exaggerated  one,  and  (2)  the  rioting  was  caused  as 
much  by  the  partisans  of  the  defeated  candidate  as  by  those  of 
the  Respondent. 

Effect  on  Mr.  Justice  Grove  at  once  said  as  to  the  Bespondent's  case  :— 

election  of  riots  .  i  ,  . 

caused  by  AS  to  the  proving  thftt  there  was  violence  on  the  part  of  the 

defeated*  ^  Supporters  of  the  defeated  candidate,  I  do  not  see  how  that  can 
candidate.  ^gj^j.  upon  the  case,  unless  it  was  substantial  and  formed  a  large 
part,  as  it  were,  of  the  proceedings,  and  unless  Mr.  M'Intyre 
can  show  that  the  defeated  candidate  is  interested  in  this  petition 
(that  is  to  say,  that  it  has  been  lodged  at  his  instance,  and  with 
his  privity),  and  that  he  is  therefore  seeking  to  take  advantage  of 
his  own  wrong.  Suppose,  for  instance,  a  case  in  which  one  of 
the  two  candidates  had  obviously  an  entirely  one-sided  mob,  we 
will  presume  for  a  moment  on  the  Petitioner's  side,  then  I  think 
it  might  well  be  that  the  judge  might  say,  *  No,  I  will  not  unseat 
the  member  who  is  innocent  for  the  sake  of  a  person  who  has 
done  all  he  can,  or  whose  agents  have  done  all.  they  can,  to 
prevent  that  member  being  seated.*  Nothing  of  that  sort  has  as 
yet  transpired  from  Mr.  M'Intyre's  cross-examination.  All  that 
I  could  gather  from  that  was,  that  there  was  some  extent  of  it.  I 
have  a  duty  not  only  to  these  two  parties,  but  to  the  voters, 
to  the  public  generally,  to  see  that  the  franchise  can  be  fairly 
exercised.  Of  course,  one  would  not  set  aside  •  an  election  for 
any  trifling  disturbance  which  may  take  place,  as  it  sometimes 
does,  good  naturedly,  at  an  election,  without  any  real  hindrance 
or  impediment  to  the  voting.  What  I  have  to  look  at  is  whether 
there  was  such  a  substantial  riot  and  tumult  as  prevented  any 
large  number  of  the  electors  from  voting." 

After  several  witnesses  had  been  called  for  the  Respondent, 
Mr.  Justice  Grove  said  as  follows  : — "  I  will  assume  that  there 
was  a  great  deal  of  blame  on  each  side  without  expressing  any 
opinion  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  respective  candidates,  and 
my  impression  from  the  evidence  is  that  the  mob  on  the  Respon- 
dent's side  was  much  the  most  powerful,  not  perhaps  because 
there  were  more  things  done  to  instigate  it,  but  because  he  had 
the  larger  number  of  supporters  on  his  side.  Assuming  the 
facts  to  be  so,  and  assuming  also  that  there  was  such  a  state  of 
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ihings  as  really  placed  the  whole  town  in  a  state  in  which 
'easoiiable  men,  who  were  not  very  zealous  partisans,  or  men  of 
jxtraordinary  courage,  had  not  a  fair  opportunity  of  voting,  it  is 
ilearly  laid  down  in  the  cases*  that,  quite  irrespective  of  any 
igency  on  the  part  of  the  candidates,  intimidation  that  prevents 
ree  voting  avoids  an  election.  An  election  is  supposed  to  be  the 
voluntary  voting  of  the  people,  and  if  the  state  of  the  things  in 
Jie  town  is  such  that  that  cannot  be  properly  exercised,  there 
cannot  be  said  to  be  an  elecftion/' 

Mr.  M*Intyre  then  stated  that  after  his  Lordship's  expression 
)f  opinion  he  should  not  press  the  Respondent's  case  any 
further. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove,  in  his  judgment  declared  the  election  void 
it  common  law  on  the  ground  of  rioting,  and  said  as  follows : — 

"  Having  expressed  my  opinion  as  to  the  law  bearing  on  this 
;ase  during  the  course  of  it,  and  having  referred  to  the  opinions 
)f  the  learned  judges,  Mr.  Baron  Martin  +  and  Mr.  Justice 
Blackburn,!  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  evidence  in 
ietail.  Assuming,  as  indeed  I  am  satisfied,  that  the  rioting  and 
issaults  were  not  committed  by  mobs  acting  for  one  side  only, 
md  that  the  more  formidable  violence  on  the  part  of  tlie  mob 
vhich  espoused  the  Bespondent's  side,  was  not  due  to  any 
preater  exertions  by  his  immediate  partisans,  but  was  rather  due 
o  the  fact  that  he  had  a  much  larger  number  of  supporters 
imong  the  class  by  which  the  riots  and  assaults  were  committed, 
[  am  of  opinion  that  the  tumultuous  assemblages  gathered 
ogether,  and  the  acts  of  extreme  violence  committed  at  the 
>olling  places  were  such  as  were  calculated  to  intimidate  and 
leter,  and  did  intimidate  and  deter  a  large  number  of  voters 
rom  exercising  the  franchise,  and  that  very  many  voters  were 
ictually  prevented  from  exercising  it,  that  the  election  was  not  a 
free  one,  and  that  the  constituency  had  not  a  fair  opportunity  of 
Breely  exercising  the  fi'anchise,  therefore  this  election  is  void.  I 
by  no  means  say  that  if  a  case  had  been  made  out  of  the  violence 

♦  Staleybridge,  voL  i.  p.  72  ;  Nottingham,  ih,  246  ;  Longford,  ante,  p.  12. 
t  Nottingham,  vol.  1.  p.  246.  t  Staleybridge,  vol.  i.  p.  72. 
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being  wholly  or  substantially  on  the  side  of  the  defeated  candi- 
date, and  if  I  was  satisfied  that  the  result  of  the  poll  was  a  fair 
expression  of  the  opinion  of  the  constituency,  I  should  have 
come  to  this  conclusion,  but  the  case,  taking  it  in  the  most 
favourable  view  for  the  Bespondenti  stops  far  short  of  this.*" 
.  As  to  costs  he  said : 
Costs.  "  I  have  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  candidates  themselves 

promoted  these  riots,  but  men  were  employed  by  the  supporters 
of  both  candidates  of  a  character  which,  so  far  from  bein^  likely 
to  prevent  breaches  of  the  peace,  was  much  more  likely  to 
encourage  them.  Considering  therefore  that  there  is  blame 
on  those  who  were  acting  for  both  sides,  I  decide  that  each 
party  pay  their  own  costs.'* 


» 


CASE  XXI. 

BOROUGH  OF  POOLE. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Grove,  Mat  4,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Ist  Petition,  Charles  Hurdle  and  Heniy  Stark  ;  2nd  Petitioni 

Hiram  Young  and  John  Rennison. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Charles  Waring. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Hardinge  Qiffard,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  W.  Q«  Harrison. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Ellis  and  Co. 

Counsel  for  Respondents :  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  M'Intyre,  Q.C. ; 

Mr.  Bowen. 

Agents  :  Messrs.  Cope,  Rose,  and  Co. 


The  first  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  bribery, 
treating,  undue  influence,  and  personation  by  the  Respondent  and 
liis  agents,  but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  second  petition,  in  addition  to  the  usual  allegations  of 

,    corrupt  practices  by  the  Respondent  and  his  agents,  alleged  "  that 

general  bribery,  treating,   and  undue  influence  were  practised 

before,  at,  and  after  the  said  election  by  divers  persons,  and  that 

iy  reason  thereof  the  election  and  return  were  and  are  wholly 

iiull  and  void/* 

8.  ''  That  after  the  said  election  and  return,  and  within  28 
^ys  before  the  presentation  of  this  petition,  divers  payments  of 
JJ^oney  were  made  by  the  said  Charles  Waring,  by  himself  and  by 
^^tliers,  with  his  privity  and  on  his  account,  in  pursuance  and  in 
^i^x^erance  of  the  corrupt  practices  hereinafter  alleged,  to  divers 
"^o-tcrs  and  other  persons  and  to  persons  on  behalf  of  voters. 
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9.  *'  That  after  the  said  election  and  return,  and  within  28 
days  before   the   presentation  of  this   petition,  that  is  to  saj, 
on  the  27th  day  of  February,  1874,  payment  of  money  was  made 
by  Horatio  Hamilton  with  the  privity  or  on  account  of  the  said 
Charles  Waring,  the  Respondent,  to  Sophia  Matthews  on  account 
of  James  Matthews,  a  voter  at  the  said  election,  and  to  diyen 
voters,  and  persons  on  account  of  voters,  at  the  said  election,  in 
pursuance  and  furtherance  of  the  corrupt  practices  hereinbefore 
alleged,  that  is  to  say,  the  offe.-  or  promise  made  by  an  agent  or 
agents  of  the  Respondent  to  the  said  James  Matthews  and  to  the 
said  other  voters  to  give  or  promise  the  said  payment  of  money 
to  or  for  the  said  James  Matthews  and  the  said  other  voters, 
or  some  other  payment  of  money  to  or  for  the  said  James  Mat- 
thews, and  the  said  other  voters  respectively,  or  on  his  or  their 
behalf,  in  order  to  induce  the  said  James  Matthews  and  the  said 
other  voters  to  vote  or  refrain  from  voting  at  the  said  election." 

And  the  petition  prayed  that  the  election  might  be  declared  Toid. 


The   charge   of  personal  bribery  entirely  failed,  as  also  di 
several  cases  of  bribery  by  agent.     But  one  case  of  biibeiy  by 
agent  was  proved,  and  it  was  also  proved  that  corrupt  treating 
had  been  committed  by  several  other  persons  whose  agency  was 
not  disputed. 

The  two  petitions  were  heard  together. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 
Corrupt  It  was  proved  that  at  the  previous  election  in  1868  the  election 

treating  after  i         i        •  /»    i      -r^  i    * 

the  close  of  the  agent  returned  4479  as  the  election  expenses  of  the  Respondent, 
^  but  tliat  after  he  had  made  this  return  further  bills  were  sent  iDi 

amounting  to  ;£1,860.  These  bills  he  paid,  but  he  did  not  make 
any  fresh  return  of  election  expenses.  Some  of  these  bills  were 
for  drink  and  refreshments  supplied  before,  during,  and  after  the 
election.  It  was  also  proved  that  shortly  after  this  election  bills 
were  sent  in  to  the  Respondent  by  a  number  of  publicans  fof 
beer  given  away  after  the  election  was  over ;  it  was  admitted  that 
this  beer  had  been  ordered  by  the  Respondent's  agents,  but  it 
was  argued  that  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the  giving  away 
of  this  beer  was  corrupt  treating  within  the  meaning  of  tie 
Corrupt  Practices  Act  1854,  s.  4. 
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rlr.  Justice  Grove,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this  as  follows : 
t  may  be  said  as  to  the  election  in  1868  that  the  Respondent's 
nt  was  not  aware  that  any  further  claims  were  going  to  be 
de  against  him  when  he  made  out  his  account  of  the  election 
)enses,  but  that,  finding  the  people  expected  to  be  paid  for  the 
if  and  refi-eshments  supplied,  he  had  (from  what  may  be  called 
ense  of  honour)  paid  the  bills  when  they  were  sent  in.  If  so, 
should  have  taken  the  utmost  pains  to  prevent  the  recurrence 
such  a  thing  at  a  future  election.  But  I  cannot  find  that 
f'thing  was  done  to  prevent  it,  and  apparently  in  some  way  or 
ler  the  publicans  became  advised  of  what  they  considered  to 
the  law,  viz.,  that  although  you  may  not  give  away  beer  or 
at  during  the  election  you  may  treat  as  much  as  you  please 
3r  the  election  is  over ;  and,  moreover,  they  seemed  to  have 
•fectly  understood  that  they  might  make  up  their  minds  that 
;h  would  be  the  mode  of  acting.  It  is  a  curious  coincidence 
it  they  should  all  of  them  have  suddenly  acquired  this  view  of 
t  law,  and  that  they  should  all  have  dated  their  bills  the  day 
er  the  election.  Some  of  them  sent  in  their  bills  for  an  amount 
beer  which,  if  it  was  really  consumed  in  one  or  two  days,  would 
ve  been  most  extraordinary.  That  a  man,  for  instance,  renting 
louse  at  £16  a  year  should  in  one  or  two  days  give  away  £20 
rth  of  beer,  it  seems  to  me  to  require  a  high  degree  of  cre- 
lity  to  induce  one  to  believe  that  that  was  a  perfectly  straight- 
ward  matter,  and  that  it  was  merely  an  innocent  treat  of  a 
cutaneous  nature,  which  arose  after  the  election  was  concluded. 
>  doubt  it  was  decided  in  the  Brecon  case  *  that  a  genuine 
ioicing  festival  spontaneously  given  without  any  preconceived 
5a  might  not  be  a  payment  for  having  voted,  yet  we  must 
usider  each  case  with  reference  to  its  attendant  circumstances 
see  whether  there  was  not  (although  not  expressed  in  terms)  a 
lerably  clear  understanding  not  only  that  those  people  were  to 
•ve  a  very  considerable  an^ount  of  beer  to  give  away  after  tlie 
Action,  but  also  that  theii*  proceedings  would  not  be  scrutinised 
o  closely,  provided  only  that  they  sent  in  their  bills  after  the 
^on.     It  is  a  curious  thing  that  my  brother  Lush,  in  his 

♦  Ante,  p.  43. 
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judgment  in  the  Brecon  case,  seems  to  anticipate  this  very  case, 
for  after  deciding  that  Mrs.  Gwyn  Holford's  alleged  treating  for 
such  a  purpose  might  imperil  a  future  election,  where  it  was 
desired  to  influence  the  votes,  he  goes  on  to  say  :  *  Nor  can  it  be 
the  merely  giving  an  entertainment  as  an  expression  of  gratitude, 
or  by  way  of  rewarding  the  voters.     So  to  hold  would  be  to  giie 
no  meaning  to  the  word  "  corruptly,"  for  the  Act  says  that  the 
ojBfence  shall  consist,  not  in  the  mere  giving  meat,  drink,  &c.,  to  a 
voter  "  on  account  of  his  having  voted,'*  but  the  doing  so  corruptly 
on  account  of  his  having  voted.     And  this  agrees  with  the  5i6   i 
Vict.  c.  102,  s.  22,  which  was  repealed  by  the  Corrupt  Practices   ! 
Act,  1854,  the  language  of  which  was,  not  rewarding  merely,  but 
corruptly  rewarding  such  person  for  having  voted.     I  am,  there- 
fore, driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  treating  which  the  Act 
calls  corrupt  as  regards  a  bygone  election  must  be  connected  with 
something  which  preceded  the  election,  must  be  the  complement 
of  something  done  or  existing  before  and  calculated  to  influence 
the  voter  while  the  vote  was  in  his  power.     An  invitation  giieiB. 
before  to  an  entertainment  to  take  place  afterwards,  or  even  ^ 
promise  to  invite,  or  a  practice  of  giving  entertainments  after  acB- 
election,  which  it  may  be  supposed  the  voters  would  calculate  oa^ 
would,  if  followed  up  by  the  treat  afterwards,  give  to  it  the  cha — 
racter  of  corrupt  treating.'     This  is  almost  literally  expressing 
in  words  what  appears  to  have  taken  place  in  this  case,  that  is  tc^ 
say,  a  practice  of  giving  entertainments  after  an  election,  whict* 
would  be  corrupt  treating  if  it  can  be  supposed  that  the  voters 
had  been  induced  by  promises  to  calculate  upon  such  an  enter — 
tainment  being  given.     Here  at  a  previous  election  there  haci 
been  a  paying  of  persons  for  beer  connected  with  an  electioa^ 
and  there  has  obviously  been  an  expectation  in  the  minds  of  th^ 
publicans  of  the  borough  who  supported  the  Respondent  that 
there  would  be  large  bills  allowed  and  paid  if  they  sent  the  bills 
in  afterwards,  and  then  (what  perhaps  is  the  strangest  of  aUj 
when  those  bills  were  sent  into  tlie  Respondent's  agent  he  does 
not  send  them  back,  or  repudiate  them  ;  he  merely  keeps  them 
without  a  word  of  remonstrance.     Can  any  rational  mind  douW 
that  after  tliis  trial  was  over,  if  the  sitting  member  had  been 
declared  to  have  been  duly  elected,  ever}'  one  of  those  bills  wovi^ 
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e  been  paid  ?  What  is  the  object  of  keeping  them  ?  Why 
there  no  remonstrance  or  repudiation  ?  What  can  one  sup- 
3,  viewing  human  aflfairs  with  every  reasonable  amount  of 
rity,  but  that  every  one  of  those  bills  would  have  been  paid, 
so  the  matter  would  have  gone  on,  toties  quoties  ?  Can  it  be 
[  that  this  large  extent  of  treating  was  all  a  sudden,  spon- 
30US  idea,  as  in  the  Brecon  case,  where  an  entertainment  was 
jn  merely  as  a  spontaneous  rejoicing,  never  having  been 
ight  of  before  by  either  one  party  or  the  other?  To  my 
id  it  seems  impossible  that  a  rational  intellect  could  come  to 
h  a  conclusion.  And  if  it  were  not  so,  what  would  be  the 
sequences?  Why,  that  at  every  future  election  for  this 
ough  there  would  be  an  understanding  which  would  virtually 
)unt  to  a  certainty  that  as  soon  as  the  polling  day  was  over, 
re  would  be  an  enormous  quantity  of  beer  distributed,  and  the 
3unt  which  the  publicans  gave  away  before  or  after  the  election 
dd  never  be  enquired  or  looked  into.  The  broad  and  obvious 
^  of  this  whole  matter  is  that  it  was  expected,  and  I  think  I 
jT  say  understood,  though  not  expressed  in  absolute  Words,  that 
LTge  sura  of  money  would  be  paid  for  beer,  that  a  large  amount 
beer  was  ordered  by  an  agent  of  the  Respondent  immediately 
rthe  election  day  had  passed,  and  that  that  was  so  immediate 
.  followed  the  election  in  such  a  way  that  it  would  be  impossible 
ay  that  it  was  a  mere  spontaneous  rejoicing,  and  not  in  any  way 
nected  with  what  had  gone  before-  By  these  considerations,  I 
led  reluctantly  to  consider  that  there  was  treating  at  the 
mt  election,  and  that  that  treating  was  sufficiently  connected 
b  the  election  in  1868  (agreeing  entirely  with  what  my  brother 
)h  has  said  in  the  Brecon  case)  to  make  it  corrupt,  as  the 
d  is  applied  by  all  the  learned  judges — namely,  that  it  was 
mded  to  produce  an  influence  on  the  vote,  or  to  reward  the 
IT  for  having  voted." 

It.  Justice  Grove,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election  void 
the  ground  of  corrupt  treating. 

Ils  to  costs,  he  said  :  "  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  with  the  Costs. 
ie  in  which  this  case  has  been  brought  forward.     One  of  the 
itions  is  only  a  supplementary  petition,  filed  after  the  first  one 
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to  meet  some  difficulty  which  occurred  as  to   the  time  at  which 
the  first  petition  was  presented.     Of  the  two   petitioners  in  the 
first  petition  one  is  a  marksman,  and  it  may  be  assumed  that  he 
cannot  write  his   name,  and  the  other  writes   his    name   in  a 
thoroughly  uneducated  hand,  which  shows  that  it  was  as  much  as 
he  could  manage  to  scrawl  his  name.     What  meaning  can  be 
attached  to  that  except  that  those  who  are  really  interested  in  this 
matter  put  forward  persons  who  cannot  pay  any  costs  beyond  the 
amount  of  money  which  they  are  supposed  to  have  deposited,  but 
which  in  all  probability  has  been  deposited  for  them,  nevertheless 
if  they  succeed,  they  expect  to  get  costs  out  of  the  Respondent. 
The  general  course  in  these  cases  is  no  doubt  to  give  costs  to  the 
successful  party,  but  I  shall  not  do  so  on  this  occasion.     When  a 
defeated  candidate  comes  forward  in  a  straightforward  way  and 
succeeds  in  an  election  petition,  as  a  general  rule  I  should  do  as  I 
have  done  in  other  cases,  that  is  to  say,  let  the  costs  follow  the 
event.     But  here  persons  appear  to  have  been  put  forward  who 
may  receive  costs,  but  who  cannot  pay  them.     I  have  had  no 
evidence  before  me  to  show  that  this  marksman  and  this  other 
illiterate   person   came   forward   here   for   purely   constitutional 
reasons  to  purify  the  electoral  franchise  of  the  borough,  and, 
notwithstanding  the  challenge  of  my  brother  Ballantine,  they 
have  not  been  called  to  show  that  they  have  not  been  set  up  by 
other  people.     On  these  grounds,  I  must   say  that    I   do  not 
approve  of  this  petition.     If  I  had  thought  that  everybody  had 
been   straightforward,    I   should   have   given   costs    against  the 
Respondent,  but  here,  taking  these  circumstances  into  considera- 
tion, and  taking  also  into  consideration  that  many  of  the  charges 
have  failed,  and  that  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  this  petition 
was  to  some  extent  what  I  may  call  a  fishing  petition,  I  shall  order 
that  each  party  pay  their  ovm  costs." 


CASE  XXII. 

BOROUGH   OF   LAUNCESTON. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  Mat  4,  1874. 


Petitioner :  Herbert  Charles  Drinkwater. 

Respondent :  James  Henry  Deakin. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner  :  Mr.  Leresche  ;  Mr.  Bompas. 

Agent :  Mr.  J.  Gumey. 

Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Mr.  T.  N.  Edwards. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Peacock  and  Goddard. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt 
practices,  and  further  alleged, — 

4.  **  That  many  persons  voted  at  the  said  election,  and  were 
reckoned  on  the  poll  for  the  Respondent  who  were  before, 
during,  and  after  the  election  bribed,  treated,  and  unduly 
influenced,  and  that  the  votes  of  such  persons  were  null  and 
void,  and  ought  now  to  be  struck  off  the  poll. 

6.  "  That  the  Respondent  having  for  the  purposes  of  in- 
fluencing voters  at  the  election  given  to  certain  voters  in  the  said 
Borough  immediately  before  and  at  the  said  election  a  right  to 
trap  and  shoot  rabbits,  was  guilty  of  corrupt  practice,  and  was 
disqualified  firora  being  a  candidate  for  the  said  Borough,  and 
that  all  votes  given  for  him  after  due  notice  of  such  disqualifi- 
cation  would  be  thrown  away." 

It  was  proved  tliat  in  tlie  coui'se  of  1872  the  Respondent,  a 
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gentleman  of  fortune  in  Lancashire,  heard  that  the  Werrington 
Paik  estate  was  in  the  market.     It  appeared  that  among  other 
advantages  held  out  to  the  purchaser  was  the  influence  which  it 
would  give  him  in  the  return  of  a  member  for  the  Borough ;  the 
Kespondent  purchased  the  estate  as  an  investment,  but  that  was 
among  the  temptations  held  out  to  a  purchaser.     The  purchase 
was  agreed  to  at  the  end  of  1871,  and  about  Lady  Day,  1872,  the 
Bespondent  took  possession.     At  that  time  nothing  particular 
transpired,  but  later  on  he  came  again,  bringing  with  him  two 
gamekeepers,  and  in  presence  of  Paver,  his  land  agent,  he  made 
enquiry  as  to  the  state  of  the  game  upon  the  estate,  and  he  was  then 
told  by  one  of  the  keepers  that  there  were  top  many  rabbits.  The 
Bespondent  then  and  there  expressed  a  determination  that  the 
rabbits  should  be  kept  down,  and  said  he  would  not  permit  his 
tenants  to  suffer  in  consequence  of  an  excess  of  rabbits  or  game. 
When  the  Respondent  bought  the  estate  the  farms  were  let  under 
yearly  agraements,  subject  to  be  put  an  end  to  by  six  months 
notice  to   quit,  and  iii   each  agreement  there  was  an  absolute 
resenation  of  all  game,  fish,  and  wild  fowl  to  the  owner  of  the 
estate,  and  to  p,ny  persons  whom  he  chose  to  permit  to  sport. 
This  was  the  state  of   things  when  the  Bespondent  came  into 
possession  of  the  estate,  and  it  so  continued ;    except  in  two 
instances,  no  steps  were  taken  to  give  notice  to  the  tenants,  or 
by  the  tenants  to  give  notice  to  the  landlord.     Very  soon,  how- 
ever complaints  began  to  be  made  by  the  tenants  of  injury  done 
by  rabbits,  and  these  complaints  became  so  firequently  repeated, 
that   tlie   Respondent   gave    orders   that   a  trapper  should  be 
engaged,  aijd   proper  steps  taken  to   diminish  the  number  of 
rabbits.     Notwitlistanding  the   engagement  of  this  trapper  the 
rabbits  continued  to  do  damage,  and  as  late  as  December  5, 1878, 
the  Respondent's  agent,  after  holding  a  rent  audit,  wrote  to  the 
Bespondent  as  follows:    '*  The  only  discordant  element  at  the 
audit   was  the  rabbit  damage,'*    Such  was  the  state  of  iimS^ 
when  towards  the  close  of  January,  1874,  an  immediate  disso- 
lution of  Parliament  was  suddenly  announced.    It  appeared  that 
the    Respondent   had   sjx   months  before  this   time   stated  his 
intention,  whenever  a  dissolution  should  occur,  of  standing  for 
this  borough.     Accordingly  the  Respondent  now  offered  himself 
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as  a  candidate  in  the  Conservative  interest,  the  present  Peti- 
tioner standing  on  the  Liberal  side.  On  Thursday,  January  29, 
the  Respondent  issued  his  address  to  the  electors,  in  that 
address  he  referred  to  various  topics,  but  did  not  mention  or 
allude  in  any  way  to  the  subject  of  game  or  the  game  laws. 
After  issuing  his  address  the  Respondent  attended  a  meeting  on 
this  Thursday  evening,  and  he  then  went  through  the  various 
topics  to  which  he  had  referred  in  his  address.  But  before  the 
meeting  was  over  there  came  a  mob  of  people  who  attempted  to 
get  up  a  considerable  uproar  by  shouting  out  "  Rabbits,"  and 
exhibiting  a  rabbit  skin  upon  a  pole,  and  reading  out  a  handbill 
in  which  the  Petitioner  was  praised  and  the  Respondent  dis- 
paraged. Among  other  things  in  that  handbill  there  were 
allusions  to  the  game  question.  Upon  this  uproar  arising  the 
Respondent  came  forward  and  said,  referring  to  the  handbill, 
"  As  to  the  matter  of  rabbits,  on  which  question  my  opponent  is 
trying  to  make  capital  against  me,  I  tell  you  I  am  anxious  that 
every  rabbit  in  the  ileighbourhood  should  be  destroyed,  and  am 
taking  every  step  to  destroy  them,  and  am  now  employing  more 
trappers  for  that  purpose  (loud  cheers),  and  shall  be  glad  for  any 
of  my  friends  to  have  them  when  they  are  shot." 

The  next  night  (Friday)  the  Respondent  attended  another 
meeting  at  St.  Stephen's,  a  place  where  he  owns  a  good  deal  of 
property.  At  that  meeting  a  large  number  of  his  tenants  were 
present,  and  he  said  with  regard  to  this  rabbit  question  as 
follows:  "I  give  authority  for  you,  every  one  of  you,  to  kill 
Bveiy  rabbit  upon  my  estate ;  kill  them,  ferret  them,  shoot 
them,  trap  them,  do  whatever  you  like,  send  them  to  market, 
lo  whatever  you  will,  I  shall  consider  it  a  great  comfort 
if  you  come  to  me  next  month,  and  say  to  me  you  have 
dlled  every  rabbit  on  the  estate."  On  the  same  evening  after 
lie  meeting  was  over  and  the  Respondent  had  gone  away,  JVir, 
!?owland,  his  agent,  made  a  speech  to  the  electors,  in  which  he 
aid,  "  I  don't  think  that  a  single  question  of  diflSculty  now 
emains  between  you  and  him  (meaning  the  Respondent), 
specially  now  that  the  little  four-legged  question  has  been  got 
id  of."  These  speeches  of  the  Respondent  and  his  agent,  Mr. 
Rowland  were  published  the  next  morning  (Satui'day)  in  a  local 
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newspaper  in  a  leading  article  of  which  the  following  paragraph 
appeared :  '*  There  is  very  little  doubt  as  to  the  triumphant 
return  of  Colonel  Deakin,  who  is  beyond  all  comparison  the  more 
popular  candidate  of  the  two,  and  we  venture  to  say  that  the 
majority  of  those  who  are  now  opposing  him  feel  that  for  the 
town  Colonel  Deakin  is  by  far  the  better  man  to  be  elected.  As 
a  landlord  he  has  rendered  himself  highly  popular  by  the  kindest 
consideration  for  the  interests  of  his  tenants.  He  has  most 
handsomely  removed  the  rabbit  diflSculty  out  of  the  way." 

As  soon  as  this  number  of  the  local  paper  appeared,  the 
Kespondent's  agents  ordered  a  thousand  extra  copies  of  it  to  be 
printed  and  circulated  gratis  among  the  townspeople.  On  this 
same  Saturday  after  that  paper  had  been  circulated  in  the 
Borough  there  was  another  meeting,  at  which,  after  discussions 
about  a  variety  of  political  questions,  the  rabbit  question  was 
alluded  to,  and  a  Mr.  Frost,  an  agent  of  tlie  Eespondent,  repeated 
what  the  Respondent  had  said  on  the  subject  at  the  meeting  at 
St.  Stephen's  on  the  previous  evening. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  in  his  judgment,  having  recapitulated  the 
facts  above  stated,  said  : — 

**  The  whole  validity  of  the  late  election  turns  upon  the 
question  whether  the  concession  or  declai'ation  made  at  the  various 
meetings  during  the  election,  and  just  before  the  poll,  by  the 
Respondent,  did  or  did  not  amomit,  under  the  circumstances,  to 
a  corrupt  practice  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Act,  or  to  a  coriiipt  practice  or  an  act  of  bribery  at  common 
law.  I  am  satisfied  tliat  what  passed  at  those  meetings  was  done 
for  the  pm-pose  of  influencing  in  some  way  the  election  then  about 
to  take  place." 

After  a  further  review  of  tlie  evidence  he  added  : — "  I  cannot 
help  saying  that  what  was  done  was  done  not  so  much  from  an 
abstract  sense  of  justice  as  from  a  desire  to  influence  the  election. 
Having  come  to  that  conclusion  the  question  then  is,  whether  the 
statements,  made  as  they  were  at  a  meeting  composed  very 
much  of  the  tenants  of  the  Respondent,  amount  to  an  offer  or 
promise  which  comes  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act.  The  word 
*  corruptly  *  has  been  several  times  under  the  consideration  of 
the  judges,  lUid,  as  far  as  I  know,  tliey  are  all  agreed  upon  its 
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meaning;  and  my  brother  Blackburn,  certainly  on  two  occasions,* 
has  laid  down  the  law  in  reference  to  it  in  tenns  which  are 
exceedingly  clear.  He  said  in  the  Hereford  case,t  'what  is  the 
exact  meaning  of  the  word  "  corruptly  ? '  *  (that  was  upon  the  4th 
section  of  the  Act),  it  means  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the 
Act,  with  a  motive  or  an  intention  by  means  of  it  to  produce  an 
eflfect  upon  the  election,  not  going  so  far  as  bribery,  but  going  so 
far  as  to  produce  an  eifect  upon  tlie  election.'  Now  where  the 
motive  is  a  bona  fide  one  of  giving  a  privilege  to  a  tenant,  where 
the  landlord  expects  nothing  in  return,  and  to  exercise  no 
influence  upon  his  tenants*  conduct,  that  question  does  not  arise, 
but  where  the  motive  is  to  produce  an  effect  upon  the  election, 
then  I  think  the  offer,  if  it  be  an  offer  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section,  made  to  voters,  comes  by  force  of  that  meaning  to  be 
within  the  definition  of  the  section  an  offer  made,  and  made  to 
influence  by  the  means  I  have  ah'eady  pointed  out.  But  then 
comes  the  question  whether  or  not  this  is  a  valuable  considemtion. 
I  cannot  help  thinking  it  is  a  consideration  which  is  valuable  and 
appreciable,  and  that  being  so,  I  am  bound  to  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  was  a  comipt  act  done  by  the  Respondent  him- 
self. I  cannot  go  into  any  intention  of  the  Respondent,  I  must 
be  governed  by  what  he  said  and  what  he  did,  and  by  the 
inferences  I  ought  to  draw  therefrom." 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 
void. 

The  scrutiny  was  then  proceeded  with,  and  ultimately  the 
question  as  to  the  claim  of  tlie  seat  by  the  Petitioner  was 
reserved  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  I 

Costs  followed  the  event.  CoetB. 

♦  Sembky  Wallingtbrd,  Vol.  I.  59,  and  Hereford,  ib.  195. 

t  Vol.  I.  195. 

%  The  case  is  reported  in  Drinkwater  v.  Deakin,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  626. 


5E  VMil. 

BOROUGH  OF  DURHAM. 

Bx7C43  Ml  EiJL'3  ^.LX-rax.  ItAT  19,  1874 


LdJHf»'.mU£nJU  :  Mi.  C^azOtt  T^mnoauiL  tak  Mn  John  Hendenon. 
GnoMtt'/ir  /'tfk-44'wrf .-  Mz.  SertBiiifi  BsLlMBtBe  ;  Mr.  Giffud,  Q.C. ; 


Apme:  lti.4. 
CrnKmLyt  E^igtiniOtma  :  Mz.  <C&uc^  SukD»  QlC  ;  Mc.  GieeBhav ; 


J.  flwu  r  Mz.  W.  F»L 


Thz    pcui!:i>:-ci    ^^:c^n:"'»rc    izi;    i2<;2il    AQe^mdons    of  corrupt 
psr4v:^-:^ts  AZ>i  ^li-i  n.c  jctij 


=!S  •:£  icict-rr  rj  4^cls  Ttnt  prvT^retL 


T^rsMLB^  Tie    rvrSZLr--^  :    .:=.:tr  -v-i^   ojHrfii   v>   pcvxhife  the  bills  ind 

<>/oo»  It  T-.'Qciffr^  ^'^«^^-  •:  w  ibc  xirv&.c.  e^rttcis*;*  which  hjui  been  sent  in 

wvooo  £»£       5^-    V-^    yrr-v^r-^i.--:    ^o     *£W     r^SLir^Elxfll^    C£    26    TlCt.  C.  29,  S.  4, 

<L  :!:«.  s.  4.         Afi«:r  j-rv'O^Nriii^s:  lOf ni. — 

Mr»  r^'fa**.-^%V.  5:r  :2ft  R«fsr*:a?i!iiCL^>w  iaii :  *'  We  have  no  objection 
:o  vX  ji'?>  c^vi::;^  rir:Li>itJC  :r  ikkrc  cif  ^fcexrt.  I  think  it  right  to 
siv  UL*:  tic   K"^'"'"''-.'  0'5':^r  ij>  ccIt  ccodJ  and  oolr  entitled 
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ider  tlie  Act*  to  allow  inspection  of  the  accounts,  but  not  to 
ow  copies  to  be  taken.  I  do  not  know  whether  that  is  tlie 
;ht  view  or  not,  but  it  has  been  acted  upon. 
Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  : — **  The  Act  of  Parliament  does  not 
upel  them  to  allow  copies  to  be  taken,  but  whether  it  prevents 
*in  doing  that  I  do  not  know.  I  suppose  you  have  no 
jection  to  their  taking  copies  ?  " 

Witness  : — **  I  have  no  objection  to  anything  your  lordship 
luires." 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  : — "  I  should  think  there  is  no  objection 
the  Petitioners  being  allowed  to  take  copies.     My  notion  is 
xi  though  not  compellable  to  permit  copies  to  be  taken  the 
turning  officer  had  better  let  both  parties  have  copies." 

It  was  proved  that  a  niunber  of  men  were  employed  by  the  Employment  of 

ispondent's  agents  to  act  at  the  time  of  the  election  as  "run- 

rs."     Their  duties  were  to  carry  notes  and  messages  from  one 

xt  of  the  Borough  to  another,  and  it  appeared  that  it  had  been 

e  custom  to  employ  **  nmners  "  at  many  previous  elections. 

ut  few  of  these  runners  were  voters  themselves,  but  a  very  large 

unber  of  voters  had  children  or  relations  employed  as  such. 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  said  in  his  judgment  as  to  these  run- 
irs  as  follows : — 

'*  We  have  seen  from  the  very  candid  evidence  of  Mr.  Granger  [a 
^hcitor  and  one  of  the  Respondent's  principal  agents]  that  these 
umers  were  not  wanted  for  the  work  they  professedly  had  to  do, 
it  were  appointed,  many  of  them,  for  other  purposes  and  other 
msiderations.  It  is  admitted  also  that  there  were  a  ver^''  large 
imber  of  voters  who  had  children  or  relatives  employed,  and 
B  hear  two  instances  of  two  childi'en  being  professedly  employed, 
jither  of  whom  did  any  work.     When  we  consider  what  sub- 

♦  26  Vict.  c.  29,  8.  4,  is  as  follows  : — "  A  detailed  statement  of  all  election 
penses  incurred  by  or  on  behalf  of  any  candidate  shall  within  two  months 
;er  the  election  be  made  out  and  signed  by  the  agent,  .  .  .  and  delivered, 
th  the  biUs  and  vouchers  relative  thereto,  to  the  returning  officer  .... 
d  the  said  returning  officer  shall  preserve  all  such  bills  and  vouchers,  and 
iring  six  months  after  they  have  been  delivered  to  him,  pennit  any  voter  to 
spect  the  same  on  payment  of  the  fee  of  one  shilling." 
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ordinate  persons  were  employed,  and  the  indiscriminate  and 
careless  way  in  which  they  were  selected,  one  cannot  help 
seeing  that  this  was  a  very  gi'eat  means  of  corruption.  ^Tiere, 
however,  a  gentleman  like  Mr.  Peele*  says  that  in  his  judgment 
these  runners  are  necessary  (in  a  sort  of  fashion  apparentlj 
peculiar  to  the  city  of  Durham  for  anything  I  can  see),  and 
that  their  numbers  were  not  excessive,  one  hesitates  very  much 
to  trust  to  the  dictates  of  conmion  sense  in  the  matter,  and  to 
decide  against  them.  If  the  case  had  turned  upon  this  only  I 
confess  I  should  have  been  most  reluctant  to  say  that  there  had 
been  con'upt  practices  or  bribery  in  the  emplo3rment  of  these 
runners,  but  if  I  might  venture  to  give  a  warning  word  to  the 
City  of  Durham  and  to  those  who  may  endeavour  to  be  its  repre- 
sentatives at  some  future  time,  it  would  be  to  caution  them  most 
strenuously  against  the  repetition  of  this  practice,  for  it  is  impos- 
sible not  to  see  that  it  may  be  held  to  be  a  corrupt  proceeding." 

What  ftufficicnt       It  was  proved  tliat  a  voter  was  bribed  by  one  Dawson,  but 
%^  Dawson's  agency  was  disputed  by  the  Respondents. 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this:— 
**  The  question  is,  was  Dawson  an  agent?  I  am  of  opinion  that 
he  was.  It  is  not  necessary  in  the  nature  of  things  that 
candidates  should  have  an  agent  at  all.  They  might,  for  any- 
thing I  know,  be  able  to  get  on  without  one,  and  in  the  last 
Tamiton  case  I  rather  think  that  it  appeared  that  some  arrange- 
ment had  been  made  by  which  nobody  should  be  an  agent 
* 

However,  in  this  case  it  cannot  be  pretended  that  it  was  so.  I 
cannot  see  how  anybody  could  be  more  an  agent  than  Mr. 
Dawson  was,  except  that  what  he  did  was  limited  to  a  district, 
whereas  the  general  agents  might  be  more  extensively  employed 
than  that.  Mr.  Dawson  attended  the  Respondent's  committee, 
he  said  he  was  there  as  many  as  twenty  times.  He  was  also 
present  at  the  local  committee,  and  on  the  day  on  which  he 
bribed  tlie  voter  he  was  busy  in  getting  up  voters  who  required 
particular  attention.     I   should,  for  my  own  part,  have  thought 

*  Mr.  Peele  had  been  a  chapter  clerk  in  the  employ  of  the  dean  for  forty 
years,  and  had  bad  great  experience  in  election  matters  in  previous  elecUons, 
but  had  notliing  to  do  with  the  present  election. 
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hat  that  was  of  itself  enough  if  he  was  to  use  ami;hiiig  like 
olicitation  or  persuasion  to  them.  If  he  was  merely  a  person  to 
ake  cabs  to  them,  and  had  no  authority  to  influence  them  at 
Jl,  then  possibly  he  might  not  be  such  an  agent  that  a  bribe  by 
lim  would  bind  the  Respondents.  But  he  was,  as  I  understand, 
i  person  who  it  had  been  arranged  should  on  that  day  get  the 
attendance  of  the  voters,  that  is  to  say,  use  his  influence  and 
persuasion  to  bring  them  up,  and  in  the  course  of  doing  that  he 
unfortunately  gave  this  bribe." 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 
void  on  account  of  corrupt  practices  by  agent. 

As  to  the  employment  of  voters,  he  said : — *  *  Great  complaint  Employment 
has  been  made  of  the  employment  of  voters,  not  actually  as 
canvassers,  but  to  accompany  the  canvassers.  It  is  a  very 
remarkable  thing  that  so  large  a  number  of  voters  should  have 
been  employed,  and  that  the  receipts  of  the  voters  who  were  so 
employed  should  have  been  so  much  more  considerable  than  the 
receipts  of  persons  employed  in  a  similar  capacity  who  were  not 
voters,  and  it  is  impossible  to  shut  one's  eyes  to  the  fact  that 
that  may  be  made  the  means  of  very  extensive  and  very  efficacious 
bribery.  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  people  cannot  be 
round  fit  to  do  tliose  duties  who  have  not  a  vote,  and  I  should 
strongly  recommend  that  in  future  such  persons  should  be  foimd, 
>r  that  if  they  cannot  be  found  the  thing  be  left  undone,  because 
it  may  no  doubt  be  made  a  system,  and  those  who  do  it  cannot 
dave  a  doubt  that  it  is  made  to  a  certain  extent  the  means  of 
influencing  voters,  at  all  events  to  this  extent,  that  though  there 
were  good  blues  on  the  one  hand,  or  good  reds  on  the  other,  if 
they  had  not  had  this  employment  they  might  have  turned  fi'om 
blue  to  red,  or  from  red  to  blue,  as  the  case  may  be.  Therefore, 
if  it  is  only  done  to  secure  them,  it  is  of  a  mischievous  character, 
i>ecause  it  is  having  an  influence  on  their  minds  wliich  it  ought 
Dot  to  have." 

Costs  followed  the  event.  Costs. 


CASE  XXIV. 

BOROUGH   OF   BOLTON. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  Mat  22,  1874. 


PetUioiiers :  Ormerod  and  others. 
Respondent :  John  KynaBton  Cross. 
Counsel  for  Petition's:  Mr.  Herschell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Leresche  ;  Mr.  Edge. 

Agent :  Mr.  T.  W.  Goldring. 
Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Charles  Russell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Exlwanls. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Chester  &  Co« 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  prac- 
tices, an  allegation  that  the  Respondent  did  by  himself  and  his 
agents,  and  other  persons  on  his  behalf,  for  the  purpose  of  unduly 
and  unfairly  influencing  the  election  and  procuring  the  return  of 
the  Respondent  thereat,  unlawfully  conspire  with  and  did  de- 
signedly, illegally,  and  corruptly  induce  divers  persons  in  attend- 
ance at  divers  polling  stations  at  the  said  election,  and  whose 
duty  it  was  by  law   to   maintain   and   aid   in   maintaining  the 
secrecy  of  tlie  voting  in  such  stations,  and  who   had  made  or 
had  hereafter  to  make  the   statutor}'  declaration  of  secrecy  in 
that  behalf,  to  wilfully,  deliberately,  and  of  purpose  violate  the 
provisions  of  the  Ballot  Act,  1872,  and  to  imlawfully  communi- 
cate to  them,  the  said  John  KjTiaston  Cross  and  his  agents,  and 
other  persons  on  his  behalf,  before  the  poll  was  closed  information 
as  to  the  name  and  numbers  on  tlie  register  of  voters  of  certain 
electors  who  had  and  had  not  applied  for  ballot-papers,  and  Toted 
at  said  poUing  stations ;  and  a  fifth  allegation  that  the  Kespon- 
dent  did  by  himself,  his  agents,  and  other  persons  on  liis  behalf, 


THE  BOLTON  CASE.  139 

for  the  purpose  of  unduly  and  unfairly  influencing  the  said 
election,  and  of  procuring  the  return  of  the  said  John  Ky- 
naston  Cross  thereat,  knowingly,  deliberately,  and  of  purpose 
contrary  to  law,  pay  and  engage  to  pay  money  for  and  on  account 
of  the  conveyance  of  voters  to  the  poll ;  and  it  prayed  that  the 
election  might  be  declared  void. 

The  evidence  given  in  support  of  the  petition  failed  to  establish 
a  case. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

Mr.  Casserley,  a  Post  OflSce  official,  was  called  by  Mr.  Herschell,  Pjodnction 

.  ,  * .    .  of  ongmal 

for  the  Petitioners,  and  asked  to  produce  the  original  telegram  telegram  after 
sent  from  the  Reform  Club,  Bolton,  to  Sheffield,  on  Februar}'  are  knoini. 
8rd,  at  2-19  p.m. 

Witness  :  "  For  the  present  I  decline  to  produce  it.  I  wish  to 
submit  the  facts  to  the  Coiul.  The  Post  Office  has  had  on 
previous  occasions  to  deal  with  two  classes  of  cases :  the  first 
class  is  that  of  actions  between  two  parties  who  are  parties  to  the 
telegi*am  ;  if  one  of  these  parties  requests  the  production  of  the 
telegram  for  his  own  interest  the  Post  Office  produces  it.  The 
second  class  has  been  where,  as  in  this  case,  third  parties  have 
called  for  the  production  either  of  a  whole  class  of  telegrams  or 
of  some  species  of  telegram,  to  be  used  as  evidence  against  the 
sender,  the  receiver  of  them  not  being  a  consenting  party  to  their 
production,  nor  in  fact  being  concerned  in  any  way  in  the  question 
at  issue.  But  in  this  case  I  find  that  the  receiver  has  been  called 
as  a  witness,  and  consequently  this  is  a  case  which  differs  from 
both  the  cases  I  have  mentioned,  and  I  am  anxious  not  to  do 
anything  on  my  own  responsibility  which  the  Postmaster-General 
might  think  exceeded  the  previous  cases." 

Mr.  Herschell  stated  that  in  this  case  the  question  was  whether, 
the  telegram  which  had  been  received  having  been  produced  by 
the  receiver,  the  original  document,  which  was  in  the  custody  of 
the  Post  Office,  could  not  be  called  for  in  order  to  ascertain  who 
Bent  it.  He  submitted  that  there  should  be  a  means  of  compelling 
the  production  of  the  original  of  a  message,  and  that  in  the  case, 
for  instance,  of  a  false  message  to  the  Stock  Exchange  for  the 


140  ELECTION  PETITIONS. 

piiq^ose  of  affecting  the  condition  of  the  funds,  it  would  be  essen- 
tial that  tlie  original  should  be  produced." 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  :  "  WTiat  was  the  case  at  Stroud  ?  '*  ♦ 
Witness  :  "  That  case  came  to  this : — Telegrams  from  A.toB. 
between  certain  specified  dates,  and  particularly  those  on  certain 
indicated  dates,  were  called  for.  I  objected  to  produce  them 
without  the  order  of  the  Court,  and  Baron  Bramwell  declined  to 
make  any  such  order.  If  this  case  had  been  of  an  bjmx&j 
similar  kind — if,  that  is,  there  had  been  an  objection  on  tlie  part 
both  of  the  sender  and  receiver  to  the  production  of  the  tele- 
gram,— I  should  have  followed  the  same  course ;  but  this  is  a 
third  case,  which  upon  my  own  responsibility  I  cannot  possibly 
solve.  I  tlierefore  am  anxious  to  follow  your  Lordship's  direc- 
tions, rather  than  do  anything  voluntarily." 

Mr.  Justice  ^Ikllor  stated  that  he  would  consult  Mr.  Baron 
Bramwell  upon  tlie  point  before  giving  his  decision. 
l'|H>n  the  folloi^*ing  day  he  saiil  as  follows : — 
*'  I  have  consulted  my  brother  Bramwell  upon  the  question  of 
pn^ducing  tlie  original  telegram^  and  he  entirely  agrees  with  me. 
He  adopts  the  view  which  was  suggested  by  Mr.  Herschell— 
namely,  that  it  woulil  be  of  very  serious  consequence  if  we  were 
to  hold  that,  the  contents  of  the  telegram  already  having  been 
disclosed,  we  would  withhold  the  original  when  it  was  required 
for  the  piur|vse  of  tracing  the  act  of  an  individual,  and  in  criminal 
vases  it  would  involve  the  greatest  difficultv  if  we  were  to  throw 
any  doubt  uivn  the  propriety  of  its  pnxluotion.  We  think  these 
ivusivlerHiions  ar^  ^viramount,  and  I  must  therefore  request  tie 
g^nitleman  wl>v^  has  the  cust«.Hiy  of  the  telegram  to  produce  it  for 
the  pur^vse  of  its  bt?ing  ivientitied.  if  you  have  the  means  of 
iiUutif\iui:  it,** 

The  v^ri^ual  uU^rr^cu  w^is  then  prvniuoed, 

v>wi^«v^-\\.»i.  r^v::  a  vau^^ss-bvvk  Nrir.ii  cdkil^d  tor  by  the  counsel  for  the 

♦^  vwtK^  ^/t        *  ^*  ^^^^^^  *.u*rs. 

"V^*^?-  Mr.   Ju>:ux'    Msiio:*  s^ud:  "•The  »ct  of  a  man  having  • 

c:A'^v:fc>s4vvk  IS  V  r.I^  db  >:^v  i.::  th-e  tvivlenoe  that  he  is  a  caniasser 
i,u::\  *t>»;>i  Iv  v\^rvi;,:it. >'  i^»:"":s.   I  5<t*  norvAsvn  whv  voushoulu 
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k  for  the  canvass-bdok,  and  if  they  give  it  you,  you  will  see 
}  the  canvasser,  and  then  you  may  call  that  person  and  ask 
y  whose  authority  he  canvassed  those  votes.  Of  course  the 
ction  of  the  canvass-books  proves  nothing,  except  that 
n  ticks  appear  on  it.  If  you  want  to  go  further,  call  the 
3ser,  because  the  mere  fact  of  a  man  having  a  canvass-book 
canvassing  cannot  affect  the  principal,  unless   I  know  by 

the  man  was  employed.  There  is  nothing  more  difficult  or 
delicate  than  the  question  of  agency,  but  if  there  be  evidence 

might  satisfy  a  judge,  and  if  he  be  conscientiously  satisfied 
be  man  was  employed  to  canvass,  then  it  must  be  held  that 
ts  bind  his  principal." 

,  Leresche  called  attention  to  the  Staleybridge  case,*  where 
was  volunteer  canvassing. 

.  Justice  Mellor  :  "  I  should  not,  as  at  present  advised, 
;hat  the  acts  of  a  man  who  was  known  to  be  a  volunteer  can- 
•,  without  any  authority  from  the  candidate  or  any  of  his 
s,  bound  the  principal.  You  must  show  me  various  things, 
lust  show  me  that  he  was  in  company  with  one  of  the  prin- 
agents,  who  saw  him  canvassing,  or  was  present  when  he  was 
ssing,  or  that  in  the  conunittee-room  he  was  in  the  presence 
nebody  or  other  acting  as  a  man  would  act  who  was  au- 
jed  to  act.  If,  putting  all  these  things  together,  you  satisfied 
lat  the  man  was  a  canvasser  with  the  authority  of  the  candi- 
;  agents,  then  I  do  not  look  with  nicety  at  the  precise  steps, 
lere  must  be  something  of  that  character." 

was  proved  that  on  the  polling-day  the   returning  officer  Effect  on 
d  the  various  polling  stations  in  company  with  the  Town  deliberate 
:.     At  each  of  the  polling  stations  he  remarked  that  the  T^,^*'"*? ""}  *^® 

^  °  Ballut  Act. 

nation  agents  for  the  Respondent  Cross  were  furnished 
a  register  of  the  voters  to  which  tickets  were  attached 
dte  the  name  of  each  voter.  As  soon  as  a  voter  had 
the  agent  stealthily  tore  off  the  ticket  and  put  it  in  his 
it,  and  subsequently  conveyed  it  to  some  person  outside  the 
g  station,  and  by  this  means  persons  outside  knew,  while 


I 


•  Vol  i  p.  66. 
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the  poll  was  going  on,  who  had  voted  and  who  had  not  voted. 
After  calling  tlie  attention  of  the  Town  Clerk  to  what  he  had 
observed,  the  returning  oflScer  conmiunicated  with  Mr.  Winder, 
the  Respondent's  agent,  who  on  the  night  before  the  election, 
upon  hearing  that  something  of  the  kind  was  contemplated,  had 
expressly  forbidden  it  to  be  done.  Mr.  Winder  inunediately 
wrote  to  each  of  the  personation  agents  to  request  them  to  desist 
from  what  they  were  doing,  and  the  returning  officer  observed, 
on  again  visiting  the  various  polling  stations,  that  some  of  the 
agents  had  desisted,  but  some  had  not.  The  returning  officer 
subsequently  communicated  what  he  had  observed  to  the  Home 
Secretary. 

It  was  submitted  by  the  Petitioners  that  this  proceeding  was 
a  deliberate  and  wilful  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Ballot 
Act,  and  that  in  consequence  the  election  ought  to  be  declared 
void. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  in  his  judgment,  said  as  to  this :  "  There 
is  no  doubt  that  the  Legislature,  when  it  passed  the  Ballot  Act, 
did  intend  that  that  should  be  a  perfectly  secret  mode  of  voting, 
as  far  as  any  instrumentality  or  machinery  which  it  could  provide 
could  make  it  so.     It  was  new  in  the  English  law,  it  was  new  in 
the  law  of  elections,  nothing  of  the  kind  had  occurred  before; 
and  therefore  when  the  Legislature  for  the  first  time  enacted  that 
voting  should  take  place  by  ballot,  and  prescribed  in  very  careful 
language  and  terms,  so  far  as  tliey  could,  the  precise  machinery 
by  which  it  should  be  canied  into  eflfect,  they  did  intend  that 
secrecy  should  be  presei^ved  as  far  as  it  was  possible.     But  when 
the  Legislature  was  for  the  first  time  creating  the  machinery  of 
voting  by  ballot,  (and  there  was  no  then-existing  machinei}'  which 
this  could  supplement,  it  was  entirely  new  in  its  principle  and 
entirely  new  in  its  machinery)  it  was  for  the  legislature  to  ]i^ 
vide  the  safeguards  by  which  that  secrecy  should  be  protectfli 
and  maintained,  and  if  the  Legislature  have  failed  in  doing  thrt 
the  misfortune  may  be  the  misfoilune  of  the  public,  but  the  ftnl* 
at  all  events  lies  at  the  door  of  the  Legislature.   Now  I  am  satisfied 
upon  the  construction  of  the  Ballot  Act  that  a  deliberate  viohition 
of  the  provision  with  regard  to  secrecy  was  attempted  to  be  effected 
in  this  borough.    I  am  cei-tain  that  those  persons  who  placed  these 
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bs  upon  the  register  which  were  seen  by  the  Mayor  to  be 
ihily  put  into  the  pocket  of  the  personation  agent  and  con- 
[  by  him  manifestly  to  some  persons  outside,  committed  a 
ion  of  the  statutory  declaration  which  they  had  made,  and 
litted  an  offence  within  the  meaning  of  the  provisions  of  the 
t  Act,  thereby  rendering  themselves  liable  to  serious  punish- 
.  But  that  is  the  only  protection  which  the  Legislature  has 
ded.  They  undoubtedly  thought  that  that  would  be  abun- 
y  sufficient  to  secure  the  secrecy  of  the  election.  If  it  has 
i  to  do  so,  it  is  because  it  is  not  possible  for  any  machinery 
invented  which  shall  secure  perfectly  the  object  which  the 
Jature  had  in  view.  There  is  almost  always  a  door  left  open 
rsons  who  are  willing  (as  Mr.  Leresche  has  very  pertinently 
to  run  the  risk  of  undergoing  any  amount  of  punishmenti 
ded  they  can  only  benefit  their  party  in  an  election.  As  a 
however,  I  do  not  think  that  will  often  happen,  and  I  do 
link  it  would  have  happened  here  if  the  parties  themselves 
horoughly  understood  the  serious  consequences  which  were 
to  follow  from  it.  However,  it  is  clear  that  it  was  delibe- 
^  done,  because  when  Mr.  Winder  found  that  it  was  proposed 
done  he  remonstrated  and  protested  against  it,  warning  them 
t  was  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Ballot  Act,  and  there- 
)lacing  them  in  the  condition  of  transgressing  the  law  inten- 
ily.  But,  as  it  seems  to  me,  no  foundation  for  attacking  the 
;an  arise  from  the  act  of  the  personation  agent,  or  any  other 
r  connected  with  the  election.  The  punishment  is  specified 
3  Legislature ;  it  must  be  found  within  the  four  comers  of  the 
f  Parliament,  and  I  have  no  power,  neither  has  the  common 
ly  power,  to  supplement  any  additional  penalty  upon  either  the 
ns  who  transgressed  the  law  or  the  persons  for  whose  sake 
whose  favour  such  an  act  may  have  been  done.  Upon  that 
of  the  case  I  entirely  concur  with  what  was  said  by  my 
er  Martin  in  his  evidence  before  the  Select  Committee  upon 
ions.*  When  he  was  describing  what  the  result  would  be 
breach  of  the  law,  he  was  asked  by  Sir  George  Grey,  *  Do 
aean  that  if  it  was  proved  that  a  candidate  had  committed 
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acts  which  were  illegal  and  which  subjected  him  to  penalties  (it  is 
as  '  a  candidate '  there,  and  I  agree  that  we  must  read  it  in  the 
same  light  in  this  case  as  if  it  had  been  a  candidate,  assmning  it 
was  one  of  those  things  which  came  within  the  general  law  of 
agency)  the  judge  could  take  no  notice  of  it,  unless  it  was  an  act 
which  vacates  the  seat  ?  * — and  in  answer  my  brother  Martin  said: 
*  I  think  certainly  that  the  mere  doing  of  an  act  which  the  Act 
means  to  be  subject  to  a  penalty,  but  does  not  declare  to  affect 
the  seat,  could  not  by  possibility  affect  the  seat.'     Now  that  is 
the  very  distinct  opinion  of  a  most  learned  and  able  judge,  whose 
disposition,  as  the  disposition  of  everybody  who  tries  to  look 
straight  into  things  would  be,  is  to  give  effect  as  far  as  possible 
to  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  I  take  it  to  be  the 
duty  of  a  judge  to  take  care  that  he  does  not  Mtter  away  the 
meaning  of  Acts  of  Parliament  by  any  subtle  construction,  but 
to  give  a  bold  (but  at  the  same  time  a  cautious)  decision  which 
shall  further  rather  than  defeat  the  object  of  any  Act  of  this 
character.     I  am  satisfied  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  Act,  how- 
ever it  may  affect  individuals,  which  can  affect  the  seat.    I  grant 
that  it  is  no  great  satisfaction  to  those  whose  interests  may  be 
in  some  degree  affected  by  acts  of  this  kind  to  be  told  that  they 
can  prosecute  the  offenders  if  they  like.     Anything  more  odious 
and  objectionable  than  throwing  it  upon  private  prosecutors  to 
proceed   in  these   matters  and   prosecute   the   parties  who  are 
guilty   I   cannot   conceive.      However,   that   cannot  affect  the 
construction  which  I  must  put  upon  the  Act  of  Parliament.    I 
take  tliis  opportimity  of  saying  that  I  think  the  Mayor  did  that 
which  he  was  bound  to  do  ;  I  think  he  did  the  proper  thing  in 
the  right  manner.     It  is  the  duty  of  the  returning  officer,  if  he 
sees  anything  improper  being  done  by  a  personation  agent,  or 
any  person  who  is  admitted  for  special  purposes  to  the  polling 
station,  to  see  that  he  does  not  take  advantage  of  his  position  to 
violate  the  law,  and  therefore  I  think  he  was  perfectly  justified  in 
what  he  did  and  said  upon  the  occasion." 


Effect  on 
election  of 
payment  of 
trayelling 
expeoBea* 


It  was  proved  that  the  following  letter,  together  with  a  railway 
pass,  was  sent  by  an  agent  of  the  Respondent  to  a  number  of 
voters  who  lived  at  a  distance  from  the  borough  : — 
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"  Cross  and  Knowles'  Committee-rooms, 

"  Feb.  2,  1874, 

"  Dear  Sir, 

"  Your  name  being  upon  the  list  of  parliamentary  voters  for 
this  borough,  you  are  entitled  to  vote  at  the  forthcoming  election. 
We  enclose  you  a  railway  pass,  on  presenting  which  at  the  station 
named  you  will  be  furnished  with  a  railway  ticket  to  convey  you 
to  Bolton  and  back  again.  I  trust  you  will  be  able  to  make  it 
convenient  to  come  over  and  record  your  vote  in  favour  of  Messrs. 
Cross  and  Knowles." 

This  letter  was  signed  apparently  by  Mr.  Hall  and  Mr.  Winder, 
who  were  the  Respondent's  authorised  agents  for  the  election,  but 
it  was  proved  that  neither  of  them  actually  signed  any  of  these 
letters,  or  in  fact  authorised  them  to  be  sent.  It  was  admitted, 
however,  that  the  letters  and  passes  had  been  prepared  and  sent 
out  by  a  person  who  was  in  the  position  of  an  agent  of  the 
Bespondent.  It  was  proved  that  a  certain  number  of  these 
raUway  passes  were  used. 

It  was  submitted  by  the  Petitioners,  first,  that  the  sending  of 
these  letters  and  railway  passes  was  either  an  act  of  bribery 
according  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  House  of  Lords  in 
the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Slade,*  or  a  simple  act  of  bribery  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854,  s.  2 ;  and 
secondly,  that  if  it  was  not  an  act  of  bribery,  still  that  it  was  an 
illegal  act,  which  had  been  systematically  and  wilfully  done  for 
the  purpose  of  influencing  the  election,  and  that,  as  such,  it 
ought  to  be  held  to  have  avoided  the  election. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  said  as  to  this,  in  his  judgment : — "  This 
part  of  the  case  involves  two  questions.  First  of  all,  did  what  was 
done  amount  to  bribery  ?  Because,  if  it  did,  the  election  is  void. 
If  it  did  not,  was  it  an  allegal  act,  done  (as  Mr.  Herschell  opened 
it)  systematically  and  intentionally  with  a  view  to  evade  and 
violate  the  law,  the  parties  being  perfectly  indiflferent  as  to  its 
legality  or  otherwise,  provided  it  could  only  give  assistance  to  the 
party  on  whose  behaK  it  was  done  ?  Now  the  first  question  is, 
Vras  it  bribery  ?     If  it  could  be  brought  within  the  doctrine  laid 
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down  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Cooper  v.  Slade,*  it  would  be 
bribery,  and  would  avoid  the  election  ipso  facto.     In  that  case 
the  House  of  Lords  held  that  the  promise  '  If  you  will  come  and 
vote  at  the  Cambridge  election  for  Lord  Maidstone  and  Mr.  Slade 
your  expenses  will  be  paid/  was  a  conditional  contract,  and,  as 
such,  was  an  act  of  bribery.     Now  if  the  present  case  is  like 
that,  and  the  ratio  decidendi  of  that  case  applies  to  this  case, 
what  was  done  in  this  case  must  have  the  sune  effect,  because 
being  an  act  of  bribery  it  would  come  within  the  second  section 
of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854,  and  would  upset  the  election. 
But  let  us  see  what  the  difference  here  is.     The  letter  in  this 
case  was,  I  think,  a  most  unwise  and  foolish  one.     When  I  heard 
it  read,  and  after  reading  the  letter  in  Cooper  v.  Slade,  it  did 
appear  to  me  that  if  it  were  a  question  for  a  jury,  a  jury  would 
be  very  apt  to  find  that  it  was  a  conditional  contract,  like  that  in 
Cooper  V.  Slade.     But  the  meaning  of  a  letter  is  a  question  of 
construction  for  the  Coiu*t ;  it  is  not  a  question  upon  which  a 
jury  (if  there  was  one  in  this  case)  would  have  to  decide,*  and 
therefore  as  a  court  of  law  I  must  consider  this  document    It  is 
clear  that  this  letter  was  written  by  persons  who  must  be  con- 
sidered  as   agents   of  the  Respondent,  therefore  if  this  letter, 
and  what  took  place  upon  it,  amounted  to  bribery,  the  Respon- 
dent must  be  unseated.     But  I  think  it  does  not.     I  think  this 
is  not  a  conditional  promise  at  all.     Undoubtedly  the  person  who 
received  this  letter,  together  with  a  railway  pass,  might  have  put 
it  into  the  fire  if  he  had  pleased  ;  he  might  have  used  it,  or  he 
might  not,  just  as  he  liked.     All  control  over  that  railway  pass  was 
gone  when  it  left  the  oflSce  of  the  Respondent's  agent.  That  is  how 
it  stands.     So  far  as  it  is  in  any  sense  a  conditional  bargain,  or 
can  be  called  a  bai'gain  at  all,  it  is  a  bai'gain  entirely  one-sided— I 
put  myself  in  your  power,  I  send  you  a  piece  of  paper  to  take  yon 
to  Bolton  and  back  again.     To  make  it  like  the  case  of  Cooper  r. 
Slade,  it  should  be  a  conditional  promise — ^if  you  will  come  and 
vote   for  the   Respondent  the  expenses  of  obtaining  a  railway 
ticket  will  be  paid ;  that  would  no  doubt  have  brought  it  within 
the  case  of  Coojyer  v.  Slade.     But,  as  it  appears  to  me,  it  was  not 
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a  bargain  of  that  nature,  and  that  the  voter  was  not  bound  by  any 
other  consideration  than  an  honourable  one,  that  is  to  say,  this 
is  sent  to  me  that  I  may  go  to  poll,  if  I  were  to  take  advantage  of 
Ihe  opportunity  afforded  by  this  ticket  not  to  vote,  but  to  go  to 
Bolton  on  my  own  business,  or  to  vote  for  the  other  side,  I  should 
be  doing  a  shabby  thing ;  that  appears  to  me  to  be  the  only  sort 
of  ol)ligation,  something  arising  from  the  idea  of  honour  or  good 
Mitt  by  which  a  voter  receiving  such  a  pass  might  be  affected. 
But;  it  is  entirely  free  from  that  question  which  was  the  turning 
poixit  in  Cooper  v.  Slade.     If  he  had  voted  for  the  other  candi- 
dates, could  they  have  recovered  back  the  value  of  this  pass  from 
him  ?    They  could  not.     He  was  under  no  other  obligation  by 

• 

accepting  that  pass  than  that  which  his  own  sense  of  honour 
miglnt  dictate ;  he  was  under  no  legal  obligation  whatever,  and 
therefore  it  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  within  tlie  case  of  Cooper  v. 
Slauie,  Now  I  think  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Cooper  v,  Slade  is 
the  governing  law,  except  so  far  as  it  is  affected  by  the  provisions 
of  2 1  &  22  Vict.  c.  87.  Cooper  v.  Slade  having  laid  down  that  very 
hard  rule  (for  it  was  not  pretended  that  a  farthing  was  given 
beyond  the  actual  expenses),  the  suggestion  was  made  by  one  of 
the  learned  judges  during  the  decision  that  if  the  Legislature 
thought  their  decision  a  hard  one  they  might  interfere.  Accord- 
ingly the  Legislature  did  interfere,  and  passed  the  above-mentioned 
Act  of  21  it  22  Vict.  c.  87,  by  which  it  is  enacted  that  a  candidate  or 
his  agent '  by  him  appointed  in  writing '  may  provide  conveyance  for 
*^y  Voter  for  the  purpose  of  polling  at  an  election.  The  Legisla- 
ture were  careful  to  provide  that  it  should  only  be  done  by  an 
*g^iit  appointed  in  writing,  and  the  object  undoubtedly  was  to 
S^^^i'd  against  abuse.  That  enactment  was  intended  to  interfere 
^  Some  extent,  not  probably  to  the  extent  of  dii*ectly  legislating 
i^Pon  the  doctrine  of  Cooper  v.  Slade,  but  it  was  intended  to 
Provide,  without  danger  to  the  election,  for  the  conveyance  of 
voters.  That  applied  both  to  county  and  borough  elections  alike, 
*^^  the  interpretation  which  has  always  been  put  upon  that 
^^^on  (I  do  not  mean  the  judicial  interpretation,  because  I  am  not 
^^^e  that  the  question  has  ever  aiisen),  but  the  general  practice  of 
*^  persons  connected  with  county  elections,  and  (up  to  the  passing 
ot  the  next  Act  of  Parliament)  with  borough  elections,  with  regard 
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to  ont-voters,  has  been  to  pn>vi«ie  them  with  railway  tickets  to 
come  up  and  poll,  and  to  retnm  after  they  have  polled.    But  so 
careful  was  the  Legislature  to  guard  against  money  being  gi?eii 
that  they  say,*  '  but  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  pay  any  money  or 
give  any  valuable  consideration  to  a  voter  for  or  in  respect  of  his 
travelling  expenses  for  su<:h  purpose.*     Therefore,  althou^  they 
allowed  the  agent  appointed  in  writing  to  provide  means  of  con- 
veyance, they  would  not  allow  any  money  to  be  paid  to  a  voter  in 
respect  of  his  travelling  expenses  for  such  purpose.     Now  this  is 
mentioned   with   regiird  to  Mr.  Leresche's   argument  upon  the 
question  of  bribery,  because  he  says  that  this  comes  within  the 
2nd  section  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act  quite  independently  of 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Cooper  v.  Slade,  as  an  offer  of  a  valuable 
consideration  to  a  voter  in  respect  of  his  voting.     Now  if  that  ifl 
BO,  it  applies  both  to  county  and  borough  elections,  and  every  oae 
of  such  railway  passes  would  be  a  *  valuable  consideration,'  tbi-e 
object  being  to  get  people  to  vote.     That  would  be  so  strange  .« 
construction  of  the  woi  ds  '  valuable  consideration,'  as  applied  to  th^ 
other  words  of  the  section,  that  I  should  only  come  to  that  conclU' 
sion  in  case  I  found  myself  coerced  by  legal  considerations  t4D 
do  so.    It  is  difficult  to  see  in  what  it  can  be  a  valuable  considerd-- 
tion  to  a  voter.    The  coming  to  vote  and  voting  may  be  so  deemed 
by  the  sender  ;  he  may  think  that  he  gets  value,  but  it  is  diflScal* 
to  see  what  value  the  voter  gets  by  a  free  pass  to  the  poll.    ThcL^ 
is  the  state  of  the  law  as  it  stood  up  to  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  the  Refomi  Act,  1867.     By  that  Act  the  Legislature  extended 
enormously  the  constituencies  of  boroughs  in  England,  and  it  verV 
likely  struck  the  Legislature  that  this  extension  would  probabl>' 
give  occasion  for  an  enormous  expenditure  in  conveyances  foT 
bringing  up  voters  to  the  poll.     Therefore  they  determined  to 
make   a  difference  between  county  and  borough  elections,  and 
what  thev  did  was  to  sav,  *  We  will  make  a  distinction  in  the  case 
of  borough  elections.     We  did  think  it  right  after  the  decision  in 
Cooper  v.  Shde  to  permit  the  agent  of  the  candidate  to  provide 
conveyance  in  the  case  of  voters  generally,  but  now  we  will  only 
allow  that  to  be  done  in  the  case  of  county  elections  ;  we  will  not 
allow  it  to  be  done  in  all  borough  elections.'    Therefore  s.  86  was 

♦  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  I. 
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msei*ted  in  the  Reform  Act,  1867.     Now,  when  we  refer  to  s.  2  of 
the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854,  which  is  a  most  comprehensive 
section,  and  which,  I  believe,  was  made  to  comprehend  every 
existing  definition  of  bribery,  we  find  that  it  enacts  what  shall  be 
bribery.     The  Act  also  enacts  (in  s.  23),  that  certain  payments 
which  it  prohibits  shall  be  illegal  payments,  and  it  subjects  a 
person  who  offends  either  against  s.  2  or  s.  23  to  a  penalty.  Now  it 
must  strike  every  one  that  if  the  Legislature  had  intended  to  enact 
in   s.  36  of  the  Reform  Act,  1867,  that  this  payment  for  con- 
veyance of  voters  should  be  punishable  as  bribery,  nothing  would 
liave  been  easier  than  for  them  to  have  said  it  shall  be  a  corrupt 
practice  within  the  meaning  of  the  Connipt  Practices  Act,  1854. 
They  do  refer  to  the  Act ;  they  say  that  it  shall  be  deemed  an 
illegal  payment  within  the  meaning  of  it,  but,  as  I  have  said  be- 
fore, if  they  had  intended  it  to  be  made  bribery,  nothing  would 
liave  been   easier  than  for  them  to  have  said  so.     Looking  at 
tJiat  Act  of  Parliament,  I  should  have  said  that  that  omission 
vras    intentionally    made,    and    I    can    quite    understand    their 
not   making  it   bribery,    because   it   does  not  come  within  the 
common  notion  of  bribery  as  an   immoral   and   corrupt   thing. 
And  also,  judging  fi'om  what  we  historically  know,  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  words  were  intentionally  framed  as  they  exist  in  the 
statute.      I  do  not  say  that  a  judge  could   act  upon  historical 
evidence  when  he  found  the  words  clear,  yet  when  I  am  asked 
to  decide  that  the  words  of  the  statute,  which  enact  that  this 
should  be  deemed  to  be  an  illegal  payment,  should  have  a  more 
extensive  meaning  than  that,  I  look  to  the  words  to  see  whether 
they  compel  me  to  say  so,  and  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  do  not.     Do  they  convey  an  inference  to  the  contrary  ?     I 
think  they  do.      One  member  of  Parliament  proposed  to  enact 
^s  an  amendment  to  the  Bill  that  this  should  be  a  comipt  practice 
Mrithin  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act,  but  that  was 
xiegatived  by  the  Legislature,  and  they  refused  to  enact  it.   There- 
fore, historically  speaking,  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  the  construc- 
tion I  am  putting  upon  s.  36  of  the  Reform  Act,  1867,  is  the 
correct  one,  though  I  should  not  have  been  influenced  to  arrive 
at  any  other  construction  by  any  historical  idea  of  what  had  taken 
place  while  this  bill  was  before  Parliament. 
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Effect  of  "  There  remains  only  one  other  point,  which  I  agree  is  a  serioos 

liberatelj  done  point,  and  it  is  one  that  was  discussed  by  my  brother  Martm  in 
electio^°*       the  Salford  case,*  which  is  not  exactly  like  this,  but  is  a  kindred 
case,  where  the  payment  was  for  cabs.     My  brother  Martin  inti- 
mated upon  that  part  of  the  case  that  if  he  found  it  was  done 
intentionally  and  wiKully  in  violation  of  the  law,  not  that  he 
should  decide  that  it  would  upset  the  election,  but  that  he  shoold 
think  it  a  case  to  be  considered  further  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas.     I  am  not  sure  what  would  have  been  the  course  I  should 
have  adopted  if  the  present  case  had  come  up  to  the  hypothesis 
of  my  brother  Martin  (which  it  does  not) — namely,  that  it  was  a 
systematic  and  general  violation  of  the  law  to  a  very  considerable 
extent,  and  was  done  wilfully  and  designedly  by  an  agent  (or 
whom  the  candidate  was  responsible,  because  my  own  opinion  is 
very  clear  upon  the  matter.     I  agree  with  the  opinion  of  the  late    - 
Mr.  Justice  Willes ;  he  was  decidedly  of  opinion  that  a  violation 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  itself  created  the  offence  and 
provided  the  penalty  could  not  avoid  the  election ;  all  it  did  was 
to  inflict  penal  consequences  upon  the  persons  who  did  the  ads. 
That  also  is  in  exact  conformity  with  the  evidence  given  by  my 
brother  Martin  to  which  I  have  already  referred,  and  it  is  also, 
I  know,  the  opinion  of  my  brother  Bramwell,  for  when  I  com- 
municated with  him  upon  the  point  of  the  telegram,  t  I  took  the 
opportunity  of  asking  his  opinion  upon  this  particular  point,  and 
in  the  answer  which  he  gives  me  he  entirely  goes  the  lengtli  of 
Mr.  Justice  Willes,  and  entirely  concurs  in  the  view  I  have  taken 
of  the  effect  of  s.  36  of  the  Reform  Act,  1867." 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respondent 
duly  elected. 
<joBtB.  As  to  costs  he  said  : — "  If  this  had  been  an  ordinary  case,  if  om 

side  had  been  clearly  right,  and  the  other  side  had  assailed  th* 
seat  without  reasonable  foundation,  I  should  have  made  the  cost 
follow  the  event  as  a  matter  of  course — that  is  my  invariabl 
practice.  But  in  this  case,  while  I  wish  to  be  undei-Btood  as  full 
believing  that  the  sitting  member  himself  is  wholly  free  froE 

•  Vol.  i.  p.  133.  t  Ante,  p.  140. 
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blame,  his  agents  have  done  what  I  consider  to  be  an  illegal  act. 

They  deliberately  violated  the  plain  intention  of  the  Ballot  Act. 

Again,  I  think  that  incurring  the  liability  of  those  railway  passes 

was  contrary  to  law,  although  I  acquit  the  sitting  member  and  his 

agents  in  this  matter  of  any  intention  of  violating  the  Act  at  all ; 

it  WSLS  a.  mistake  in  point  of  law,  and  a  mistake  which  it  was  not 

TUinatural  for  the  Respondent's  agent,  Mr.  Winder,  to  make,  he 

Laving  been  asked  a  question  on  the  subject,  and  referring  to  a 

book  *  as  an  authority  which  he  acted  upon.     We  know  it  is  very 

often  said  it  must  be  true  because  it  is  written  in  a  book.     Mr. 

Winder  seems  to  have  acted  a  little  under  that  impression,  and  to 

have  acted  upon  the  idea  that  books  are  infallible  guides.    People 

must  take   care  that  they  do  not  rely  upon   these   books   too 

strongly.     Under    these    circumstances,  as   there  were  two  acts 

undoubtedly  done  by  the  agents  of  the  Respondent  which  did,  as 

it  appears  to  me,  invite  a  petition,  that  is  to  say,  which  might 

very  fairly  be  considered  by  the  persons  who  were  advising  the 

Petitioner  as  acts  which  not  only  were  illegal,  but  might  avoid 

the    seat,  I  think  that  with  respect  to   these   two  matters  the 

Respondent  must  bear  his  own  costs.     But  with  regard  to  those 

individual  cases  of  bribery  which  have  entirely  failed,  so  far  as  * 

the  costs  are  applicable  to  those  cases,  I  think  the  Petitioners  t 

must  pay  them. 

•  It  appears  from  his  evidence  that  the  book  he  referred  to  was  Cox  and 
Grady's  work  on  Registration  and  Elections. 


# 
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COUNTY  OF  NORTH  DURHAM. 

Before  Mb.  Baron  Bramwell,  May  25,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Burdon  and  others. 

Respondents:  Mr.  Isaac  Lothian  Bell ;  Mr.  Charles  Mark  Palmer. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Hawkins,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine ; 

Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  A.  L.  Smith  ;  Mr.  Qorst ;  Mr.  E.  L.  O'Malley ; 

Mr.  Milvain. 

Agents :  Mr.  H.  E.  Brown ;  Mr.  R.  Simey  ;  Mr.  S.  L.  Owen. 

Counsel  for  Respondents :  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Mr.  Herschell,  Q.C. ; 

Hon.  E.  Chandos  Leigh  ;  Mr.  Hugh  Shield ;  Hon.  E.  Lyulph  Stanley. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Hoskins  and  Wyatt. 


The  petition  contained  tlie  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  practices 
by  agent,  and  also  an  allegation  that  the  election  was  void  on 
account  of  general  riot  and  intimidation. 


Admissibility 
of  statements 
made  by  third 
persons. 


^' 


In  the  coui'se  of  the  case, 

A  witness  who  had  been  employed  to  canvass  against  the 
Respondents  was  asked  by  Mr.  A.  L.  Smith  for  the  Petitioners, 

Q. — When  you  canvassed  the  tradesmen,  what  was  the  feeling 
you  found  among  them  ? 

A. — I  found  a  reluctance  to  promise,  and  certain  of  them  told 
me  if  they  voted 

Mr.  Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respondents,  objected  to  this,  as 
not  being  admissible.     He  submitted  that  the  ti'adesmen  them- 
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3  must  be  asked  if  it  was  sought  to  prove  that  they  had  been 
ly  influenced. 

\  Baron  Bramwell  :— '*  I  should  be  sorry  to  admit  evidence 
e  myself  that  would  not  be  admitted  by  a  judge  sitting  with 
y,  because  it  is  idle  to  suppose  that  he  is  not  influenced  by 
ame  feelings  as  jur}'men.  But  after  the  trained  life  one  has 
)f  considering  questions  of  this  kind,  I  do  not  think  there  is 
I  danger.  I  think  you  are  at  liberty  to  ask  the  question  as 
nerals,  but  you  may  not  ask  as  to  particulars.  You  may  ask 
jeneral  question,  whether  he  found  any  particular  difficulty 
tting  promises  in  a  particular  district,  and  if  so,  whether  he 
ttribute  it  to  any  cause  ?  " 

witness  was  asked  as  to  an  act  of  intimidation  alleged  to  Reception  of 
been  committed  by  one  Woodman,  whose  name  was  not  in  nrmrnotln*"* 
articulars.  ^»»*  °^  P*^- 

culara. 

'.  Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respondents,  objected  to  this 
nee  on  the  ground  that  no  particulars  had  been  furnished  as 
oodman. 

'.  Giffardy  for  the  Petitioners,  submitted  that  although  Wood- 
3  name  was  not  specifically  mentioned  in  the  list  of  persons 
3d  to  be  unduly  influenced,  still,  that  it  was  included  in  the 
vdng  words,  which  were  added  at  the  end  of  the  list :  "  also 
lent,  delegates,  the  council,  and  other  officers  of  the  Dur- 
Miners  Association." 

•.  Baron  Bramwell  : — "  That  certainly  comprises  Woodman, 
comes  rather  within  the  sort  of  rule  I  laid  down  at 
Lsor  against  you,  Mr.  GifFard,  namely,  that  there  was  a  class 
ed  at,  and  this  is  one  of  the  class.  I  do  not  think  it  will 
dice  you,  brother  Parry,  if  I  admit  this  evidence,  as  the  man 
the  neighbourhood,  and  you  can  call  him." 
•.  Herschelly  for  the  Respondents : — "  It  comes  to  this,  that 
3ulars  are  to  be  treated  as  though  there  were  no  particulars 
[.  Particulars  are  ordered ;  you  give  150  specific  cases,  and 
lame  a  class  including  40,000." 

•.  Baron  Bramwell  : — "  You  are  quite  right,  these  unhappy 
culars  are  always  a  snare,  either  to  the  man  wlio  gives  them, 
le  man  who  receives  them,  and  sometimes  to  both.    As  far 
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as  this  particular  case  goes  I  will  not  strike  his  evidence  ont  yet 
If  any  detriment  should  arise  from  it  we  will  endeavour  to  remedy 
it.  If  there  are  many  more  examples  of  this  sort  I  shall  be 
inclined  to  think  that  it  is  the  result  either  of  carelessness  or 
worse,  and  tlie  Petitioners  must  take  the  consequences," 

Account  of  A  clerk  from  the  Returning  OflScer's  oflSce  was  called  br  tke 

expenaes  filed     t^..  .  ,  ,  ^i-  \«i 

by  nnsiiccem-     Petitioners  to  produce  the  account  of  election  expenses  whkb 

w^e^eridcn^  ^*^  '^^^'^  ^^^^  ^^  *^^  Respondent.  After  producing  it,  he  wm 
asked  in  cross-examination  by  Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respon- 
dents, to  produce  the  account  of  expenses  which  had  been  filed 
by  the  unsuccessful  candidates. 

Mr.  Hawkins,  for  the  Petitioners,  submitted  that  it  was  not 
admissible.  He  asked  whether  the  Respondents  proposed  to  put 
them  in  as  part  of  their  case  ? 

Serjeant  Parry  : — "  Yes  ;  certainly." 

Mr.  Hawkins : — "The  seat  is  not  prayed;  and,  besides,  the 
unsuccessfid  candidate  is  not  a  petitioner  in  this  case." 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  thereupon  held  the  evidence  inad- 
missible. 

After  a  number  of  witnesses  had  been  called  in  support  of  the 
various  allegations  contained  in  the  petition, 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  inquired  whether  the  Respondents 
thought  tliey  would  be  able  to  rebut  the  charge  of  general  intimi- 
dation. He  said  he  was  anxious  for  information  on  this  point, 
as  he  gathered,  from  the  cross-examination  that  the  general 
intimidation  was  not  denied. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Parry,  for  the  Respondents,  asked  for  time  before 
answering  the  question. 

The  Couiii  then  adjourned,  and  the  learned  judge  had  a  coi- 
ference    in    private    with    the    Petitioners'   and    Respondents' 

counsel. 

Upon  the  reassembling  of  the  Court — 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell  said: — **  The  learned  counsel  and  my* 
self  have  been  talking  this  matter  over  together.  What  I  am 
about  to  say  has  already  been  said  between  Mr.  Hawkins,  mj 
brother  Parry,  Mr.  Hersoliell,  and  myself,  but  I  think  it  desirable 
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Ihat  I  should  state  publicly  what  passed  between  us.  It  is  that 
Krhatever  arraDgement  may  be  come  to  between  the  parties  it  is 
my  duty  to  consider  and  determine  whether  I  ought  to  declare 
the  Respondents  guilty  of  corrupt  practices  by  themsehes  or 
their  agents.  Supposing  no  further  evidence  were  given  on 
either  side  it  would  be  my  duty  to  act  upon  that  which  has  been 
edready  given,  as  of  course  if  those  who  could  contradict  the 
evidence,  if  it  were  untrue,  do  not  think  fit  to  contradict  it,  the 
conclusion  is  that  it  is  true.  Now,  undoubtedly  there  is  evidence, 
as  the  case  at  present  stands,  as  to  bribery,  treating,  and  undue 
influence  by  agent.  Therefore  I  desire  to  intimate  publicly  that 
if  the  matter  stops  here  I  must  not  only  declai-e  the  election  void 
on  the  ground  of  general  intimidation,  but  I  must  also  declare  it 
Toid  on  the  ground  of  corrupt  practices  by  agent.  I  have  only 
one  word  more  to  add,  namely,  that  it  was  in  the  interest  of  the 
parties,  and  by  way  of  saving  expense,  that  I  asked  what  I  did 
yesterday,  and  if  the  Respondents  should  tell  me  that  they  can 
answer  the  case  of  general  intimidation  that  has  been  made  out  I 
can  undertake  for  myself  to  say  that  I  shall  attend  to  it  as  though 
I  had  not  indicated  an}i;hing  like  an  opinion  yesterday. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  then  stated  that  since  the  day  previous  the 
Respondents  had  fully  considere^d  the  subject  of  general  intimi- 
dation, and  they  felt  that  it  was  utterly  impossible  to  alter  the 
facts  that  had  been  proved  to  the  Court.  But  that  as  to  the 
charges  of  corrupt  practices  by  agent  he  was  prepared  to  call 
evidence  to  rebut  them. 

Mr.  Hawkins^  for  the  Petitioners,  then  stated  that,  as  one  of 
the  main  objects  of  the  petition  had  been  accomplished  by  the 
declaration  that  the  election  was  void  on  the  ground  of  general 
intimidation,  he  did  not  propose  or  think  it  right  or  proper  to 
prolong  the  inquiry  by  calling  any  more  evidence.  If  the 
Respondents  thought  it  right  to  call  evidence  to  rebut  the 
allegations  of  corrupt  practices  by  agent,  he  should  not  think  it 
his  duty  to  prolong  the  inquiry,  and  add  to  its  expense  by  cross- 
examining  them.  He  must  not  however  be  taken  to  admit  the 
truth  of  any  contradictions  they  might  think  it  right  to  make  of 
witnesses  he  had  called,  or  to  abandon  the  evidence  already 
given. 


rv) 
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Mr.  Baron  Bbamwell: — "I  must  say  npon  the  fullest  con- 

!Hi«l«'r:iti.>n  I  fan  jjive  to  the  matter  that  vou  are  not  here  in  the 

niitun*  «>t'  a  public  prosecutor,  therefore  if  you  do  not  choose  to 

rr«>sM-«»xamine  the  ^messes  merely  because  you  are  not  interestal 

in  t.ht'  result.  I  i^*  Q'X  ^^^  that  anyone  caSi  blame  you,  or  that  I 

iMtirht  to  %tMm^  to  make  you  do  it.     But  I  giye  very  distinct 

waniini;  \iai^  -^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  does,  I  shall  do  so  to  the  best  of  mj 

Abilitv  '  tt  ^*^*- 1  zn^^t  do  so,  as  I  have  to  adjudicate  as  to  idudi 

oi  tbf  T»»/  I  cH^S^ve." 

Vv^**'*'**'^  was  then  called  by  the  Respondents  to  rebnt  the 
r)mw  ^  ^•^"^'^P*  practices  by  agent. 

^  ^B^tfon  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 

vi^i  '"  ^^^®  ground  of  general  intimidation,  but  stated  thit  the 

^^j^  o(  corrupt  practices  by  agent  was  rebutted  by  the  evidence 

^^•4  had  been  given  on  behalf  of  the  Respondents. 

115  to  what  evidence  is  necessary  to  bring  a  case  of  nndue 

ifUnf^rr-*-      ii^tuence  within  the  operation  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Prevention 

CiU'^X  A.%  l^^^  s.  5,  he  said :~ 

''«**  "When  the  language  of  the  Act  is  examined  it  will  befoond 

ihat  intimidation  to  be  within  the  statute  must  be  iutimidition 

practised  upon  an  inilividual.     I  do  not  mean  to  say  upon  some 

one  pt^rsvni  only,  so  that  it  would  not  do  if  practised  upimtwoor 

a  dor  in,  but  there  must  be  an  identification  of  some  or  more 

spei'inc  individuals  affected  by  the  intimidation,  I  will  not  »J 

intluor.cid  bv  it.  but  to  whom  the  intimidation  was  a(idresse4 

Wforo  it  could  be  intimidatic»n  within  the  statute,  otherwise  it 

conios  unner  the  head  of  cent-ral  intimidation.'* 

As  to  ciUt-nU  intimidation,  he  said: — 

I ia.  "I  lAk*'   it   th:^t   the  law  is  this:    tirst  of  all.  there  is  the 

mM^j'*'*  '  ^'^    staiut'^ry  iniimid:ui -n.  that  contrmplated  by  the  statute,  if  one 

mav  use  siu  h  an  expression,  that  is,  an  intimidation  oontemplatei 

by  the  statute  which  avoids  the  seat,  where  a  candidate  or  his 

actr.t  is  iTuiitv  of  it.     But  besides  that  there  is  anotlier  intuni- 

dativMi  that   has  Kvn  i  al'e.i  a  OMmmon  law  intimidation,  and  it 

apput  s  to  a  case  wlure  the  intiiniiaii^»n  is  i»f  such  a  charactt^r, so 

gonrnd  and  t  \»i  :i>ive  in  its  rperati.  n  tliat  it  cannot  r»e  saiii  that  the 

ivOilinc  ^^ as  a  fair  n  pri  >ei;:A:i. »:•  <  -f  \hi  ■  .pini'«n  -.-f  thr  coDStituencj* 
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intiinidation  was  local  or  partial,  for  instance,  if  in  this  case 
been  limited  to  one  district,  as  Hetton  is,  I  have  no  doubt 
n  that  case  it  would  have  been  wrong  to  have  set  aside  this 
)n,  because  one  could  have  seen  to  demonstration  that  the 
could  not  possibly  have  been  brought  about  by  that  intimi- 
i,  and  that  the  result  would  not  have  been  different  if  it  had 
xisted.  I  do  not  mean  the  result  of  the  polling  in  that 
ular  district,  but  the  general  result  of  the  majority  for  the 
indents.  But  where  it  is  of  such  a  general  character  that 
isult  may  have  been  affected,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  no  part 
3  duty  of  a  judge  to  enter  into  a  kind  of  scrutiny  to  see 
er  possibly,  or  probably  even,  or  as  a  matter  of  conclusion 
the  evidence,  if  that  intimidation  had  not  existed,  the  result 
have  been  different.  What  the  judge  has  to  do  in  that  case 
^ay  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  cast  upon  the  constituency 
;  conduct  is  incriminated,  and  imless  it  can  be  shown  that 
'OSS  amount  of  intimidation  could  not  possibly  have  affected 
suit  of  the  election  it  ought  to  be  declared  void.  Now  in 
ons  of  this  sort  one  must  look  not  only  to  the  amount  of 
idation,  but  to  the  absolute  majority  which  has  been 
led.  It  was  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Willes,*  and  I 
e  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
H,i  as  expressed  in  that  celebrated  and  most  useful  judgment 
he  gave  in  the  Galway  case,  that  you  are  to  look  at  the 
ble  effect  of  intimidation,  which  consists  of  two  things,  the 
t  and  operation  of  the  intimidation,  and  the  majority  which 
tting  members  got.  Now,  I  think  if  it  were  otherwise,  and 
I  were  told  that  partial  intimidation  would  avoid  an  election, 
Lgh  it  were  certain  that  it  had  not  affected  the  result  of  the 
3n,  the  consequence  would  be  that  a  few  mischievous  persons 
.  upset  every  election.  On  the  other  hand,  if  one  were 
ed  to  go  into  a  kind  of  scrutiny  the  consequence  would  be 
»ne  might  make  a  very  great  many  mistakes ;  besides,  I  am 
inion  that,  where  there  has  been  so  large  an  amount  of 
idation  that  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  result  would  have 
the  same  without  it,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  election  was 
3r  that  it  represented  the  real  opinion  of  the  constituency, 
•  SembU,  Westbuiy,  Vol  L  p.  60.  t  Ante,  p.  57. 
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but  that  it  must  be  held  void  on  account  of  that  uncertamtr. 
Now,  was  there  such  general  intimidation  here  ?  I  have  no  doubt 
that  there  was.  Here  we  find  it  prevailing  not  in  one  place  only, 
it  is  not  local,  we  find  it  prevailing  at  Hetton,  Coxhoe,  Seahiun, 
Hartover,  Durham,  and  to  some  extent  at  Lanchester.  Hoiris 
it  possible  to  say  under  these  circumstances  with  certaint?  thsl 
the  result  was  not  affected  by  this  intimidation.  So  £Eur  from 
being  of  that  opinion,  I  doubt  extremely  when  I  look  to  what  the 
majorities  were,  whether  the  result  would  have  been  different  if 
the  election  had  been  jfree  and  fairly  conducted. 

*'  Now,  the  intimidation  that  existed  at  these  places  was  of  two 
kinds,  one  more  venial  than  the  other.  The  more  venial  kind 
was  the  intimidation  which  consisted  in  threatening  voters  thit 
they  should  lose  custom  if  they  did  not  vote  in  uniformity  with 
the  wishes  of  their  customers.  As  Mr.  Justice  WnxES  said,*  I 
am  not  sure  that  that  is  actually  unlawful ;  in  fact,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not  actually  imlawfiil.  I  suppose  it  is  open  tot 
man  to  say,  '  I  choose  to  deal  with  you  not  in  accordance  with 
the  merits  of  the  commodities  you  sell  to  me,  but  according  to 
your  politics  on  one  side  or  the  other.'  And  I  suppose  if  one 
man  can  do  this,  fifty  men  may  do  it.  But  do  not  let  a  mistake 
be  made.  Though  it  is  not  unlawful  in  the  sense  of  bein^ 
pimishable,  like  violence,  yet  it  has  undoubtedly  this  charac- 
teristic of  illegality  about  it,  namely,  that  if,  as  in  this  case,  it 
prevails  to  a  large  extent,  it  frustrates  the  object  of  those  whc^ 
are  guilty  of  it,  and  though  it  may  not  be  unlawful  it  is  a  thing  t(^ 
my  mind  most  earnestly  to  be  deprecated.  And  if  I  wanted  an. 
authority  for  this,  I  could  not  cite  a  better,  or  one  who  wouli 
have  more  weight  with  the  men  who  have  been  guilty  of  it,  thant 
that  man  who  said  he  had  thought  it  wrong  to  interfere  witk 
voters  ever  since  he  knew  what  liberty  was.  And  I  cannot  help 
citing  a  case,  in  the  hope  that  my  citation  may  do  some  good  to 
those  who  are  interested  in  this  matter.  About  six  weeks  ago  I 
tried  an  election  petition  at  Windsor.  There  a  man,  a  person  of 
property,  in  consequence  of  the  election  which  took  place  in  18Wr 
turned  about  twentv  of  his  tenants  out  of  their  houses  for  ^^ 
other  reason  than  because   they  had   acted   according  to  tbeu" 

♦  i^^mble,  per  Blackburn,  J.,  North  Norfolk,  Vol.  i.  p.  241. 
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sciences,  and  voted  in  opposition  to  him,  he  being  d  candidate. 
1  sorry  to  say  I  cotdd  not  unseat  him  for  it,  for  this  reason,  that 
Dold  not  trace  that  the  intimidation  was  in  operation  at  the 
;  of  the  election  in  1874,  because  it  did  not  aprpear  that  he 
done  anything  to  coerce  the  people  and  get  their  voltes,  at 
.  he  had  repeated  the  threat  which  had  been  uttered  to  them^ 
no  doubt  the  baUot  afforded  them  protection^  Bitt  why  I 
this  case  is  not  so  much  for  the  purposef  of  making  this 
srvation  upon  it,  as  for  the  purpose  of  asking  those  who  have^ 
1  guilty  of  this  kind  of  conduct  here  what  they  would  think 
lis  conduct*  Do  they  approve  of  it  ?  Would  they  think  it 
Lt  in  the  case  of  a  landlord  of  a  large  number  df  cottagers  that 
shotdd  turn  them  all  out,  although  they  were  respectablef 
I  and  had  paid  their  rents^  for  no  other  reason  than  that 
7  did  not  hold  political  opinions  in  conformity  with  his  ? 

I  may  say  that  there  is  a  difference  between  the  two  cases^ 
.  what  difference  is  there  between  the  case  of  a  landlord  wha 

not  have  a  man  for  his  tenant,  and  a  customer  who  will  not 
e  another  for  his  grocer,  butcher,  or  publican,  because  he  held 
3rent  political  opinions?  Absolutely  none.  Of  course  one 
s  not  ask  the  people  for  that  which  one  knows  cannot  be  got^ 
3  no  use  exhorting  people  to  be  better  than  human  nature  is 
able  of  being.  It  is  a  question  between  two  persons.  I  do 
at  all  see  why  a  customer  should  not  deal  with  a  red,  if  he  is 
iself  a  red.  You  must  choose  one,  and  I  do  not  see  any  harm 
hat.  But  where  friendly  relations  have  subsisted  between  two 
pie,  and  the  customer  is  satisfied  with  the  tradesman  and  the 
lesman  with  the  customer,  that  they  should  quarrel  and  fall 

and  part  company  because  they  do  not  hold  the  same 
Ltical  opinions  is  highly  to  be  deprecated,  and  I  exhort  them 
remember  what  was  said  by  one  of  their  own  body,  that  it  is 
>ng  for  anybody  who  knows  what  liberty  is.     It  is  due  to  them 

I I  should  say  one  thing,  which  is,  that  they  have  not  been 
rly  so  bad  as  they  thi'eatened  to  be,  for,  with  only  one 
eption,  none  of  the  tradesmen  who  were  called,  have  said  that 
threats  have  been  carried  into  execution,  or  at  all  events,  if 
y  have  been,  the  customers  all  of  them  afterwards  repented 
1  came  back.     Nevertheless  this  kind  of  intimidation  did  exist 

N  2 
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to  a  very  considerable  extent,  and  to  the  extent  to  which  it  did 
exist  it  prevented  the  election  being  a  free  one. 

Now,  the  other  intimidation  is  of  a  different  character.  It  was 
proved  that  the  committee-room  at  Hetton  was  wrecked,  that  the 
police^ffice  was  stormed  and  the  prisoners  liberated,  that  the 
vicar's  house  and  other  houses  were  attacked,  that  savage  violence 
was  used  at  Seaham  Harbour,  that  a  number  of  men  were  ill- 
treated,  and  a  conveyance  flung  over  the  cli&.  Such  a  state  of 
things  having  been  proved  it  only  remains  for  me  to  say  fonnaUj 
what  I  stated  before,  namely,  that  this  election  is  avoided  on 
account  of  general  intimidation.  It  may  be  hard  upon  the 
Kespondents,  and  it  may  be  hard  upon  that  part  of  the  coan^ 
which  has  not  misconducted  itself  that  it  should  have  the  wony 
of  an  election  to  go  through  again  with  possibly  a  different  result, 
but  the  only  way  to  get  rid  of  this  kind  of  offence  is  to  visit  the 
consequences  of  it  upon  those  for  whose  benefit  it  was  committed. 
The  intimidation  cannot  be  punished,  and  it  follows  as  a  sort  of 
consequence  that  with  the  view  of  preventing  similar  practices  the 
election  must  be  declared  void. 

Costs  followed  the  event. 


CASE  XXVI. 

BOROUGH  OF  BOSTON. 

Before  Me.  Justice  Qrove,  June  1,  1874. 


Petitioner :  Mr.  Malcolm. 

BeapoTidents :  Mr.  William  James  Ingram  and  Mr.  Thomas  Pany. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner :  Mr.  Hardinge  Gif&wd,  Q.C. ;  Hon.  A.  Thesiger,  Q.C. ; 

Mr.  Cave. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Colljer  and  Bristowe. 

Counsel  for  Respondent  Ingram:  Mr.  Hawkins,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  J.  0.  Griffits. 

Agent :  Mr.  W.  Ford. 

Counsel  for  Respondent  Parry :  Mr.  Serjeant  BaUantine ;  Hon.  E.  Chandos  Leigh ; 

Mr.  Mellor. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Wyatt  and  Hoskins. 


The    petition    contained    the    usual    allegations    of   corrupt 
practices,  and  prayed  the  seat  for  the  Petitioner. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 

It  was  proved  that  the  Bespondent  Parry  had  formerly  repre-  CHiaritablegift, 
sented  the  Borough  in  Parliament,  and  was  intending  to  become  rop\\^,^^. 
a  candidate  again  at  the  next  election,  that  he  lived  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood, and  was  in  the  habit  of  giving  largely  to  the  local 
i^harities  through  the  medium  of  other  persons,  and  of  entrusting 
iums  of  money  to  the  clergy  and  other  persons  to  distribute 
uuong  the  poorer  classes.  That  in  the  course  of  the  December 
3receding  the  election  the  Bespondent  Parry,  without  consulting 
iny  one  else  on  the  subject,  determined  in  his  own  mind  to  make 
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a  distribation  of  coals  among  the  poor  in  the  Borough.  He 
accordingly  wrote  to  a  person  named  Wright  the  followiiig 
letter : — 

"  My  dear  Wright, — 

^'  I  have  been  in  the  habit  of  sending  a  small  gift  to  yonr 
Mayor  and  another  to  the  Vicar,  about  this  time  of  year,  but  the 
weather  has  become  suddenly  so  seasonable  and  sharp  that  I 
think  I  can  best  help  the  poor  people  by  a  direct  gift  in  coak 
My  trouble  is  in  the  arrangements  needful  for  such  an  end,  and 
in  finding  friends  willing  to  interest  themselves  to  distribute  100 
or  120  tons  of  coals  at  once.  The  selection  of  recipients  need 
not  be  political,  nor  be  confined  to  the  mankind,  widows  and 
deserving  poor  people  of  all  classes  may  be  thought  of.  I  do 
pot  piind  if  you  go  up  to  150  tons,  but  that  will  be  my  limit 
Harris,  if  he  be  in  the  coal  trade,  may  supply  a  third,  and  I  think 
Turner  and  Ridlington  also  a  third.  You  willrperhaps  enlist 
some  persons  to  help  you,  and  issue  tickets  or  take  other  means  to 
carry  out  this  gift  to  warm  these  poor  people's  firesides.  This 
need  not  be  made  public,  nor,  as  I  have  said,  need  it  be  poUticaL 
Dyer  will  help,  and  so  I  think  will  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bailey.  Bo 
the  best  you  can,  distribute  the  coals,  and  send  the  account 
to  me/' 

The  Respondent  himself  did  nothing  more  in  the  matter,  and 
heard  no  more  about  it  until  after  the  election,  but  what  actually 
took  place  was  as  follows.  Instead  of  the  coals  being  distributed 
as  the  Respondent  Parry  bad  intended,  to  the  poor  of  the  district, 
cards  were  printed,  without  his  knowledge,  and  bearing  the 
signature  of  one  Dyer  (who  acted  subsequently  at  the  election  as 
the  Respondent's  agent  for  the  election  expenses)  with  these  words 
on  them,  "  Please  deliver  cwt.  of  coals  to  [A.  B.].    For 

Thomas  Parry,  B.B  Dyer ;  "  and  on  the  back  of  the  cards  were 
the  words,  *^  With  Mr.  Parry's  compliments."  These  cards  were 
distributed  in  the  course  of  the  month  of  January  (but  before  it 
was  kno^n  that  an  election  was  imminent)  to  a  large  number  of 
persons,  some  of  whom  were  voters  and  some  not.* 

♦  These  fiicts  so  far  as  they  are  not  mentioned  in  the  learned  jndgf'« 
judgment,  are  taken  from  th«  shorthand  writer's  notes  of  the  evidence  gi^en  hj 
Mr.  Parry  and  Mr.  Dyer. 
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Mr.  Justice  Grove,  in  his  judgment,  as  to  this  said  as  follows : — 
"  There  are  two  questions  involved  in  this  distribution  of  coals 
with  regard  to  the  Respondent  Parry.  First  of  all,  was  this  dis- 
tribution made  by  him  with  the  intention  of,  in  legal  language, 
corrupting  the  electors  ?  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  pm*pose  of 
what  is  called  *  corrupting*  the  electors,  taking  the  expression  in 
its  legal  sense,  that  the  word  *  corrupt  *  should  have  a  criminal 
sense  attached  to  it.  It  has  been  over  and  over  again  held*  that 
an  unfair  and  improper  donation  with  the  view,  motive,  and 
intention  of  securing  a  vote  is  corrupt  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act,  1854.  It  might  be  a  doubtful  question  (and 
it  is  one  which  was  discussed  in  the  Windsor  caset)  whether, 
assuming  two  motives  to  exist,  the  one  being  pure,  and  the  other 
with  the  intention  to  corrupt,  you  could  exclude  the  corrupt 
intention,  and  rely  wholly  upon  the  pure  intention.  I  think  that 
must  be  rather  a  question  of  degree.  A  man  may  wish  to  be 
charitable  in  a  neighbourhood,  but  at  the  same  time  he  may  have 
an  eye  to  his  own  interests,  and  there  must  be  in  fact  some 
limiting  line,  incapable  of  being  defined  in  words,  where  the 
two  things  come  to  a  nearly  equal  balance.  We  know,  for 
instance  that  persons  looking  forward  to  be  candidates  for  Par- 
liament are  generally  pretty  liberal  to  the  charities  in  the  district, 
and  such  liberality,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  has  never  been  held  to 
vitiate  the  election  ;  I  suppose  upon  the  grounds  that  such  persons 
do  not  select  voters,  as  conti^adistinguished  from  non-voters,  as 
the  objects  of  their  charity,  that  the  object  itself  is  good,  and  that 
although  the  donors  may,  in  so  bestowing  their  charity,  look  to 
their  personal,  interests  and  personal  ambition,  still  a  man  is  not 
to  be  injured  in  an  object  of  personal  ambition  merely  because 
he  does  good,  which  perhaps  without  that  stimulus  he  might  not 
have  been  induced  to  do.  If  the  time  at  which  the  late  dissolu- 
tion would  take  place  had  been  well  known,  if  it  had  been  a 
certainty  that  Parliament  would  be  dissolved  on  January  26, 
and  if  the  donation  had  been  made  on  January  14,  with  that 
knowledge,  I  must  say  tliat  I  do  not  think  I  could  have  come 
to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  it  was  a  personal  act  of  coiTup- 

*  See  cases  collected  m  Busbby  on  Elections,  cd.  4,  pp.  130 — 132. 
t  Ante,  p.  89. 
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tion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or,  at  least,  I  should  have  been 
very  much  oppressed  with  the  matter.  That,  however,  was  not 
the  case.  Mr.  Parry  says  (and  I-  certainly  accept  his  statement, 
confirmed  as  it  is  by  what  was  the  almost  universal  impression  at 
the  time,  as  to  the  probability  or  otherwise  of  an  immediate 
dissolution)  that  he  thought  that  Parliament  would  continue  to 
exist,  at  all  events,  long  enough  for  practically  completing  the 
business  of  the  Session,  and  that  it  would  be  dissolved  in  August 
or  possibly  a  little  earUer.  Mr.  Parry  tells  us  that  he  formerly 
represented  this  borough,  and  that  he  has  constantly  been  looking 
forward  to  becoming  a  candidate  again,  that  he  has  been  in  the 
habit  of  giving  largely  to  the  local  charities,  and  that  he  gave  this 
coal  by  way  of  administering  charity,  but  he  expressly  negatives 
that  he  in  any  way  selected  voters,  or  those  who  might  be  voters, 
as  the  objects  of  his  charity,  and  he  declares  that  his  gifts  were, 
in  fact,  gifts  to  the  poor,  and  that  he  put  them  for  distribution 
into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Wright,  into  whose  hands  he  had  pre- 
viously  put  other  tilings  to  distribute.  When  we  look  at 
these  things  in  the  light  of  the  then  existing  events,  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  is  not  much  difference  between  this 
Christmas  gift  and  previous  subscriptions  to  charities  or  gifts 
of  money  to  clergymen  for  the  poor  generally,  and  certainly  I  do 
not  think  I  ought  to  assume  that  which  the  evidence  does  not 
fairly  bear  out,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  was  necessarily  corrupt, 
when  a  reasonable  motive  may  be  assigned  which  is  consistent 
witli  Mr.  Parry's  previous  acts.  I  am  far  from  saving  that  I  do 
not  think  that  Mr.  Parry  had  in  view  making  himself  popular  in 
his  candidature  for  the  borough,  that  is  to  say,  that  he  was  more 
liberal  in  these  subscriptions  than  he  would  have  been  if  he  had 
not  been  looking  forward  to  being  a  candidate.  I  think  it  is 
necessary  to  say  that  my  mind  is  not  altogether  free  from  a  doubt 
in  this  particular  case,  and  although,  under  the  circumstances,  I 
do  not  now  hold  that  Mr.  Parry  is  personally  guilty  of  a  corrupt 
practice  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  I  am  by  no  means  certain 
that  in  a  subsequent  case,  coming  next  year  or  at  some  other 
time,  I  might  not  so  hold  upon  precisely  the  same  facts.  It  is  as 
well  that  the  public  should  know  that  when  a  judge  pronounces 
an  opinion  upon  a  certain  stiitc  of  facts,  he  takes  into  considera- 
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lion  the  existing  state  of  knowledge  and  the  existing  circumstances^ 
bat  when  upon  a  second  occasion  persons  seek  to  avail  themselves 
of  that  ruling,  and  think  that  they  can  do  a  wrong  act,  simply 
trying  to  keep  within  the  particular  facts  which  upon  the  former 
occasion  were  held  not  to  be  corrupt,  they  frequently  do  acts 
which  must  be  held  to  be  corrupt.  It  may  be  that  upon  precisely 
the  same  apparent  state  of  facts,  an  act  which  is  not  held  corrupt 
at  one  time  may  be  held  corrupt  at  another  time,  because  know- 
ledge goes  on,  and  if  the  second  act  is  a  mode  of  effecting  a 
corrupt  purpose,  merely  getting  out  of  a  judicial  decision  upon 
the  previous  state  of  circumstances,  then  that  which  in  the  first 
instance  is  not  corrupt  would  in  the  second  instance  become 
corrupt.  It  is  well  that  persons  should  know  that  these  matters 
must  depend  upon  the  circumstances,  and  that  people  cannot  suc- 
cessfully evade  the  law  by  simply,  as  they  think,  getting  out  of 
the  terms  which  the  judges  use  in  their  expositions  of  the  law. 
There  are  neither  in  the  EngUsh  language  or  in  any  other  lan- 
guage, terms  which  can  be  used  which  will  exclude  all  possible 
conclusions  but  one ;  I  am  therefore  anxious,  in  giving  this 
decision,  merely  to  say  that  it  has  not  been  established  to  my 
satisfaction,  that  there  has  been,  under  the  circumstances,  any 
personally  corrupt  act  committed  by  the  Respondent. 

I  shall  now  state  my  opinion  as  to  the  effect  upon  the  elec-  Effect  of  acts 
tion  of  the  conduct  of  others  for  whose  acts  the  Respondent  °  ^^^  ' 
Parry  is  in  law  responsible.  Instead  of  the  coals  being  distri- 
buted, as  the  Respondent  intended  them  to  be,  to  the  poor  of 
the  district,  certain  cards  were  printed  without  his  knowledge, 
and  bearing  the  signature  of  Mr.  Dyer,  who  was  subsequently, 
if  not  at  the  time  of  the  distribution,  Mr.  Parry's  agent  for 
election  expenses.  Mr.  Dyer  took  a  very  active  part  with  refer- 
ence to  the  election,  and  he  distributed  the  cards  which  we 
have  seen.  "When  Mr.  Parry  was  asked  by  Mr.  Giffard  whether 
the  card  did  not  look  very  much  like  an  electioneering  canvass- 
ing card,  Mr.  Parry  said,  "  I  will  not  assert  it,"  but  he  does 
not  negative  Mi'.  Giffard's  question.  Nobody  can  say  that  this 
looks  like  a  charitable  distribution.  Those  cards  were  given  to 
people,  a  great  number  of  whom  were  in  the  class  of  voters. 
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and  although  they  were  given  to  a  great  many  who  were  not 
voters,  I  have  no  doubt  at  aU  that  this  gift  of  coals  was  made 
use  of  by  Mr.  Dyer,  and  possibly  by  others  who  were  promot- 
ing Mr.  Parry's  election,  for  the  purpose  in  plain  language  of 
getting  their  votes.  If  so,  that  was  a  corrupt  act  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act.  There  was  a  good  deal 
in  the  evidence  that  I  might  go  through,  but  there  is  ample 
evidence  to  satisfy  me  that  although  Mr.  Parry  may  hA?e 
intended  it  generally  as  a  charitable  gift,  and  with  the  view  of 
making  himself  popular  by  charitable  gifts,  yet  in  the  hands  of 
those  who  acted  for  him  it  was  made  an  agency  for  getting 
votes  for  him.  It  was  therefore  corrupt  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Statute,  and  by  that  act,  for  which  the  Respondent  Pany 
is  responsible,  he  is  unseated. 


Contempt  of 
court. 


It  was  proved  that  after  a  witness  named  Lill  had  given  his 
evidence,  and  as  he  was  leaving  the  court,  one  Symes,  as  Lill 
was  passing  him,  called  him  ''  a  bloody  thief.''  Symes  was 
in  consequence  ordered  to  appear  in  Court.  On  his  appear* 
ance — 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  read  over  to  him  the  evidence  of  Lill  as  to 
this  matter,  and  asked  him  what  he  had  to  say  in  answer. 

Symes  admitted  the  truth  of  the  charge,  and  humbly  begged 
his  lordship's  pardon. 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  then  said,  that  as  he  had  apologised  and 
stated  that  it  was  the  effect  of  temper  he  would  treat  him  leniently i 
and  content  himself  with  fining  him  five  guineas. 


Effect  of 
coalition. 


Mr.  Justice  Grove  in  his  judgment  declared  the  election  of  the 
Bespondent  Parry  void  on  account  of  bribery  by  agent,  and 
reserved  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  the  question  whether 
the  election  of  the  Bespondent  Ingram  was  void  also  in  conse- 
quence of  his  joint  candidature  with  the  Bespondent  Parry.* 

As  to  the  effect  upon  the  Bespondent  Ingram  of  his  coalition 
with  the  Bespondent  Parr}',  he  said  as  follows  : — "  The  general 


*  This  cose  has  not  as  yet  been  aigued. 
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question  will  be  this.     The  law  has  decided  that  a  candidate  at 
an  election  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  agents,  who  are  not,  and 
would  not  necessarily  be,  agents  under  the  common  law  of  agency. 
At  common  law  a  person  is  only  responsible  for  such  acts  of  his 
agents  as  are  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  which  he  has 
given  to  those  agents.     For  instance,  if  I  authorise  a  man  to  buy 
a   horse  for  me,  I  am  responsible  for  his  conduct  about  the 
purchase  of  that  horse,  but  if  that  man,  whom  I  tell  to  buy  a 
horse  for  me,  goes  and  sells  a  farm  of  mine  I  am  not  responsible 
for  the  act.     That  is  putting  it  in  a  very  simple  form ;  but  with 
regard  to  election  law,  the  matter  goes   a  great  deal  farther, 
because  a  number  of  persons  are  employed  for  the  purpose  of 
promoting  an  election,  who  are  not  only  not  authorised  to  do 
corrupt  acts,  but  who  are  expressly  enjoined  to  abstain  from 
doing  them,  nevertheless  the  law  says,  that  if  a  man  chooses 
to  allow  a  number  of  people  to  go  about  canvassing  for  him, 
generaUy  to  support  his  candidature,  to  issue  placards,  to  form 
a  committee  for  his  election,  and  to  do  things  of  that  sort,  he 
must,  to  use  a  colloquial  expression,  take  the  bad  with  the  good. 
He  cannot  avail  himself  of  these  people's  acts  for  the  purpose  of 
promoting  his  election,  and  then  turn  his  back,  or  sit  quietiy  by, 
and  let  them  corrupt  the  constituency.     Therefore  the  law  carries 
the  responsibility  of  a  Member  of  Parliament  for  the  acts  of  the 
agents,  who  are  instrumental  with  his  assent  in  promoting  his 
election,  a  good  deal  farther  than  the  mere  common  law  of  agency. 
Then  comes  the  question  in  this  case,  whether  the  Bespondent 
Ingram  was  assenting  in  the  beginning  of  December  to  a  coahtion 
with  the  Respondent  Parry,  whether  he  made  Mr.  Parry,  so  to 
speak,  his  agent,  or  made  Mr.  Parry's  agents  his  agents,  or 
whether  he  has  made  a  joint  committee  (if  such  an  one  was  estab- 
lished to  carry  on  both  elections)  his  agents.     That  is  a  new 
question  of  law  upon  which  there  is  a  good  deal  to  be  said.     On 
the  one  hand,  it  may  be  asked,  why  is  a  man  to  be  less  the  agent 
of  a  member  because  he  happens  to  be  a  co-candidate  with  him, 
than  if  he  were  not  a  co-candidate  with  him  ?     On  the  other  hand, 
it  may  be  said  that  a  man  is  not  so  responsible  for  all  the  acts  of 
J^B  co-candidate  as  he  would  be  for  the  acts  of  another  agent. 
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because  the  co-candidate  has  his  own  interests  to  look  after.    It 
.     seems  to  me  to  be  a  fairly  arguable  point,  and  that  point  I  shall 
reserve  for  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
Costs.  As  to  the  costs  he  said,  *'  The  costs  of  that  portion  of  the  case 

which  is  reserved  will  follow  the  judgment  that  will  be  given  hj 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  this  was  so  in  the  Launceston  case, 
and  the  Court  has  clearly  the  power  to  do  this  under  s.  41 
of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868.  The  costs  of  the 
petition,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  unseating  of  the  Bespondent 
Parry,  must  follow  the  result.** 

The  Respondent's  coimsel  then  withdrew  from  the  case,  and 
the  claim  to  the  seat  was  gone  into. 

Mr.  Oiffardy  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that  on  proof  that  a 
voter  had  received  a  gift  of  coals  from  the  Respondent's  agent, 
and  that  after  having  received  the  gift  the  voter  had  voted,  he 
was  entitled  under  s.  25  of  the  Ballot  Act*  to  require  the  judge 
to  strike  off  one  vote  on  account  of  each  such  voter. 

Mr.  Chandos  Leigh,  instructed  on  behalf  of  a  number  of  the 
voters  for  the  borough,  consented  to  the  evidence  being  so  given 
and  to  abide  by  the  result  of  a  case  stated  for  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas. 

The  Registrar  of  the  Court  was  then  sworn,  and  the  marked 
register,  the  counterfoils,  and  the  ballot  papers  were,  by  the 
direction  of  the  judge,  brought  into  Court. 

After  a  sufficient  number  of  votes  had  been  struck  off  to 
place  the  Petitioner  in  a  majority  of  two  votes — 

Mr.  Justice  Grove  said  as  follows :  "  The  majority  is  merely 
nominal  because  there  were  no  doubt  a  large  number  more  who 
received    these   gifts   of  coals.      Supposing   that   the  Court  of 

*  Section  25  is  as  follows :  ''  When  a  candidate  on  the  trial  of  an  election 
petition  claiming  the  seat  for  any  person  is  proved  to  have  been  guilty  hj 
himself,  or  any  person  on  his  behalf,  of  bribery,  treating,  or  undue  influence 
in  respect  of  any  person  who  voted  at  such  election  ....  there  shall  on  t 
scrutiny  be  struck  off  from  the  number  of  votes  appearing  to  have  been  given 
to  such  candidate  one  vote  for  every  person  who  voted  at  such  election  and  is 
proved  to  have  been  so  bribed  .  .  .  . " 
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Common  Pleas  are  of  opinion  that  enough  has  been  done  bj 
proving  the  receipt  of  what  I  have  held  to  be  corrupt  giftSy 
that  establishes  the  seat  for  the  Petitioner.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  they  consider  that  it  is  not  enough,  then  it  will  be  a  void 
dectioui  and  there  will  be  a  new  election.* 

*  The  special  case  stated  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleaa 
thereon  are  reported  in  Malcolm  v.  Fairy,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  610. 


CASE  xxvn. 

BOROUGH   OF   KIDDERMINSTER. 

BEif^RE  Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  July  6,  1874. 


Petitioners :  James  Youngjolins  and  Charles  Thomas. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Albert  Grant. 

Oounulfor  Petitioners:  Mr.  Charles  Russell,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Chandos  Leigh; 

Mr.  Bowen. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Cooke  and  Talbot. 

Counsel  for  Respondents :  Mr.  Hawkins,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Morgan  Howard,  Q.C. ; 

Mr.  Biron  ;  Mr.  Montagu  Williams. 

Agents :  Messrs.  West  and  King. 


The  petition  alleged  that  the  Respondent  by  himself,  by  his 
agents,  and  by  other  persons  on  his  behalf,  was  guilty  of  bribery, 
treating,  undue  influence,  and  personation  before,  during,*  and 
after  the  election. 

5.  "  That  the  Respondent  by  himself  and  his  agents,  before 
and  at  the  date  of  the  said  election,  corruptly  made  divers  pro- 
mises of  money,  meat,  drink,  provision,  and  other  reward,  in 
order  to  induce  voters  to  vote  and  to  refrain  from  voting. 

6.  "  That  general  bribery,  treating,  and  undue  influence  were 
practised  before,  during,  and  after  the  election. 

7.  "  That  after  the  election  and  return,  and  within  28  days 
before  the  presentation  of  this  petition,  that  is  to  say,  on  a  certain 

*  It  may  be  observed  that  the  words  "  before  "  and  "  during  "  were  struck 
out  of  the  petition  in  the  Brecon  case,  ante,  p.  43,  by  order  of  Lush,  J.,  »^ 
chanil^ers.     See  Times  newspaper,  April  22,  1871. 


THE  KIDDERMINSTER  CASE.  171 

lay  believed  to  bfe  the  fifth  day  of  May,  1874,  payment  of  a  sum 
)f  money  was  made  by  the  Respondent  to  one  Jefferies,  to  wit, 
ElOOO,  in  respect  of  corrupt  promises  as  aforesaid,  and  in 
pursuance  and  furtherance  of  the  corrupt  practices  hereinafter 
dleged/' 

Then  followed  allegations  similar  to  the  last  with  respect  to 
the  payment  of  other  sums  of  money  to  other  persons,  and  also 
allegations  with  respect  to  the  gift  to  certain  persons,  and  to 
other  persons  at  present  unknown,  of  meat,  drink,  provision,  and 
entertainment,  and  a  final  allegation,  numbered  22,  that  in  respect 
of  the  allegations  contained  in  paragraphs  numbered  7  to  21 
inclusive,  and  each  of  them,  the  Respondent  was  not  duly 
elected  and  returned,  and  that  his  election  and  return  were  and 
are  wholly  null  and  void. 

Mr.  Rmsell,  in  opening  the  Petitioners'  case,  mentioned  a 
number  of  cases  of  bribery  before  the  polling-day,  as  to  which 
he  intimated  that  he  intended  to  call  evidence. 

Upon  evidence  being  tendered  in  proof  of  one  of  these  cases  of 
bribery- 
Mr.  HaivkinSy  for  the  Respondent,  stated  that  he  should  object  Scope  of 
to  a  great  part  of  the  evidence  which  had  been  opened,  and  sub-  ^tiSon"^"  * 
mitted  that  all  the  matters  which  were  the  subject  of  the  first  P^^*®^    ^ 

•*  within  twenty- 

petition  (which  had   been   withdrawn)   ought  to   be   altogether  eight  days  after 

excluded  fi*om  the  evidence  upon  this  petition,  which  was  pre-  bribery. 
sented  under  the  concluding  part  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections 
Act,  1868,  s.  6,  and  that  no  evidence  could  be  gone  into  in  this 
petition,  except  what  related  to  corrupt  payments  within  28 
days  before  the  filing  of  this  petition,  and  that  no  corrupt  practice 
committed  previously  to  that  time,  even  though  it  could  be  dis- 
tinctly proved,  could  be  introduced  by  way  of  mere  prejudice, 
and  for  no  other  purpose. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  stated  that  evidence  given  for  the  purpose 
of  prejudice  could  not  be  admitted,  but  that  he  was  of  opinion 
that  anything  which  threw  light  upon  corrupt  payments  which 
were  alleged  to  have  been  made  within  28  days  must  of  necessity 
be  admitted. 

Mr.  Rmsell  submitted  that  the  effect  of  this  6th  section  of 
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Nature  of 
petition  pre- 
sented within 
twenty-eight 
days  of  bribe 
paid  snbse- 
quent  to  the 
election. 


the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  was  to  extend  the  period 
for  presenting  a  petition  from  21  days  after  the  return  to  a  period 
of  28  days  after  any  corrupt  payment  had  been  made.  He  cited 
a  dictum  of  Keogh,  J«,  reported  in  1  O'M.  &  H.  841,  in  support 
of  his  argument. 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor  said  he  should  not  be  disposed  to  shut 
out  any  evidence  which  might  appear  material,  but  that  if  it 
should  turn  out  hereafter  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
required  it,  he  would  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  upon  the  point.  He  further  stated  that  he  desired  to  call 
attention  to  the  report  which  he  was  required  to  make  to  the 
Speaker,  under  which  any  corrupt  payment  by  either  candidate 
was  required  to  be  stated. 

Subsequently,  in  his  judgment,  he  said  as  follows  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  petition: — 

*'  This  is  a  petition  presented,  not  under  the  ordinary  law, 
that  is  to  say,  within  the  21  days,  but  under  a  subsequent 
part  of  the  6th  section  of  the  Parliamentary  Elections  Act, 
1868.  That  section  prescribes  that  a  petition  shall  be  pre- 
sented within  21  days  after  a  return  has  been  made  to  the 
Clerk  of  the  Crown,  imless  it  specifically  alleges  a  payment  of 
money  or  other  reward  to  have  been  made  by  any  member,  or  on 
his  account,  or  with  his  privity,  since  the  time  of  such  return,  in 
pursuance  of  corrupt  practices,  in  which  case  a  petition  may  be 
filed  within  28  days  of  such  payment.  Now,  that  is  open  to  two 
considerations,  one  of  which  is  this — namely,  that  although  it  is 
true  that  a  petition  complaining  of  corrupt  practices  must  be 
presented  within  21  days  after  the  return,  yet  if  payments  are 
subsequently  made,  then  that  the  time  of  presenting  the  petition 
shall  be  brought  down  to  within  28  days  of  the  last  payment  to 
which  reference  is  made  in  the  petition.  Now,  there  are  certainly 
many  observations  to  be  made  in  favour  of  a  construction  which 
has  been  urged  (I  do  not  mean  to  say  argued,  but  urged  and 
stated)  that  that  does  have  the  effect  for  all  purposes  of  bringing 
the  inquiry  down  to  the  date  of  the  28  days,  and  that,  notwith- 
standing the  lapse  of  tlie  21  days,  I  am  at  liberty  to  go  into  a  fnO 
inquiry  with  a  view  to  considering  the  question  of  the  seat  as  to 
all  the  corrupt  practices  that  took  place  at  the  election.     The  other 
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inion  is  that,  with  a  view  to  unseat  the  Respondent,  my 
ention  must  be  directed  to  these  subsequent  payments  alone, 
1  to  such  evidence  as  throws  light  upon  the  nature  and  character 
those  pa}Tnents,  in  order  to  show  that  they  were  pajTnents 
ide  in  pursuance  or  furtherance  of  corrupt  practices.  Now, 
jre  are  different  opinions  prevailing  with  regard  to  this  matter, 
me  judges*  think,  and  possibly  theirs  may  be  the  better 
inion,  that  pajTnents  of  expenses,  which  might  have  been 
luired  into  upon  a  petition  presented  within  the  21  days  may 
t  be  inquired  into  upon  a  petition  presented  within  28  days  of 
e  last  pajrment  made  in  pursuance  of  the  corrupt  practice.  The 
tier  opinion  is  that  it  brings  down  the  whole  matter  so  as  to 
Qstitute  the  petition  presented  within  28  days  the  last  peti- 
n,  into  an  original  petition,  upon  which  evidence  might  be 
ne  into,  as  if  it  were  the  original  petition.  I  myself  rather 
line  to  think  that  it  must  be  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  confine 
i  inquiry  to  the  last  payment  within  the  28  days,  but  I  am 
md  to  say  that  it  is  not  the  opinion  I  originally  entertained. 
iave  been  brought  over  to  that  opinion  during  the  present 
uiiy ;  therefore  I  certainly  should  not  have  acted  upon  it,  if  it 
I  been  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  but  I  should  have  referred 
o  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  to  decide  whether  I  had  juris- 
bion  to  unseat  the  Respondent  in  resj^ect  of  practices  which 
fht  to  have  been  inquired  into  imder  a  petition  presented 
hin  21  days  after  the  return  of  the  writ." 

[n  tlie  course  of  the  case — . 

[t  was  proved  that  only  a  few  days  before  the  election  the  Corrupt  prac- 

3pondent  was  suddenly  invited  to  come  down  and  contest  the  conclusion  of 

ough.     He  accordingly  came  down,  and  after  making  a  variety  ®*®^^^**- 

speeches  at  various  places,  he  made  a  speech  upon  the  night 

>re  the  poll,  in  which  he  said,  "  Well,  when  we  have  won  the 

;tion,  we  will  have  an  entertainment  together,"  or  words  to 

;  effect.     Again,  on  the  night  after  the  poll,  just  before  leaving 

town,  he  said  as  follows  :  "  I  am  going  to  return  to  London 
light,  but  I  hope  soon  to  be  down  among  you  again,  and  when 

and  untrammelled  by  the  election  law,  we  will  have  a  day's 
*  Sembley  LiibIi,  J.  ;  see  note  to  p.  170. 

L.    II.  o 
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enjojineiit  together/'  and  on  a  third  occasion,  some  time  after 
the  election,  he  made  another  speech  to  the  electors,  in  which  he 
said   as  follows :  '*  One   thing  more.      You  know  when  I  was 
returned  for  tliis  place  I  promised  the  to\^ii  that,  so  fieu*  as  I 
could  contribute  to  it,  I  would  come  down,  and  we  would  have 
two  or  three  days'  jollification  together."     In  pursuance,  as  it 
appeared,  of  this  promise,  the  Kespondent  gave  orders  that  ao 
estimate  should  be  prepared  for  a  grand  fete,  and  the  following 
estimate  was  submitted  to  and  approved  by  him : — Five  bands, 
j£50 ;    horses    and    carriages    for    procession,    £60 ;    six   big^ 
marquees,  Jl'50;  filling  marquees  with   seats  and  tables,  £60; 
2000  dinners  at  58.  a  head,  £500 ;  100  dinners  at  20#.  JClOO ; 
5000   teas  for  women  and  children,  £800 ;  8000  yards  of  blue 
ribbon,  to  be  distributed  among  women  and  children,  at  Sd.  a 
yard,   £100 ;    printing   and   postages,   £40 ;    contingencies  for 
retiring-rooms,    fireworks,    labour,  &c.,   £270;    making   ia  all 
£1480.     In  addition  to  this,  the  Respondent  agi*eed  to  distribute 
among  the  electors  medals  and  rosettes ;  as  to  this  the  Bespon* 
dent  wrote  as  follows  : .''  I  think  that  an  excellent  idea,  the  plea- 
sure of  wearing  it  will  get  a  good  many  friends  over  from  the 
other  side,  and  this  will  be  the  means  of  keeping  our  party  toge- 
ther on,  I  hope,  many  occasions.*'     As  soon  as  the  preparations 
for  this  entertainment  were  complete,  and  the  contracts  made  for 
caiTjdng  it  into  efi*ect,  the  Kespondent  sent  down  two  cheques  for 
£500  eacli,  payable  to  the  order  of  Mr.  Brnxher,  a  solicitor  resi- 
dent in  the  borough,  who  acted  as  legal  agent  to  tlie  Respondent, 
and  Mr.  Jefi*eries,  an  alderman  of  the  borough,  and  an  active  sup- 
porter of  the  Respondent.     These  cheques  were  paid  into  the 
bank  at  Kidderminster,  and  placed  to  the  joint  account  of  these 
two  gentlemen,  to  be  used  by  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  enter- 
tainment.    The  cheques  were  sent  to  Mr.  Jeflferies,  enclosed  in  a 
letter,  which  was  not  foiihcoming  at  the  trial  of  the  petition,  and 
was  stated  by  Mr.  Jefferies  to  be  no  longer  in  existence.    When, 
however,  the  proceeding  had  advanced  to  this  point,  it  was  sud- 
denly suggested  (in  consequence  of  something  which  had  appeared 
in  a  local  paper  as  to  a  similar  enteitainment  which  had  been 
projected   at  Warrington)  that   an  entertainment  of  this  kind 
might  have  a  very  prejudicial  eficct  if  the  Respondent  should  be 
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a  candidate  again  at  the  next  election.  Consequently  the  opinion 
of  counsel  was  taken,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  advice  so  given,  it 
was  determined  to  abandon  this  proposed  entertainment,  and  to 
send  back  to  the  Respondent  the  £1000  Which  he  had  advanced^ 
But  ad  some  considerable  liability  had  been  already  incurred  on 
account  of  orders  Which  had  already  been  given  to  tradesmen  for 
things  that  would  be  required  at  the  entertainment,  it  Was  sug- 
gested that  these  liabilities  should  be  defrayed  out  of  the  £1000, 
and  only  the  balance  sent  back^  But  to  this  course  Mr.  Jefferies 
strongly  objected,  and  ultimately  it  Was  decided  to  send  back  thef 
£1000  intact.  Accordingly  the  £1000  was  returned  to  the 
Bespondent,  but  it  was  accompanied  by  a  letter  from  Mr.  Jefiferies 
(the  original  letter  was  not  forthcoming)  to  this  eflfect  i  "  Although 
we  send  you  back  the  £1000,  you  must  understand  that  the  com^ 
mittee  have  entered  into  contracts,  and  they  will  have  to  make 
payments  in  respect  of  matters  delivered,  and  therefore  you  musi 
be  so  good  as  to  send  us  £800.''  This  siim  the  Respondent  sent 
as  requested. 

Upon  these  facts,  it  was  submitted  by  the  Petitioners  that  the 
payment  by  the  Bespondent  of  this  sum  of  £1000  towards  the 
expenses  of  this  entertainment  was  a  corrupt  pa3rment  in  pur-* 
suance  of  the  promise  made  by  him  before  the  election,  and  was 
a  corrupt  practice  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Act. 

On  behalf  of  the  Bespondent  it  was  contended/  (1)  that  the 
expressions  made  use  of  by  the  Bespondent  in  his  speeches  to 
the  electors  were  mere  hasty  and  unguarded  words^  and  could  not 
be  treated  as  a  deliberate  promise  and,  (2)  that  even  supposing  he 
had  made  such  a  promise^  the  fact  that  the  idea  of  the  entertain-' 
ment  was  abandoned  as  soon  as  it  appeared  that  there  was  any 
danger  of  it  being  held  to  be  an  illegal  proceeding,  was  sufficient 
to  show  that  no  corrupt  act  had  actually  been  committed. 

Mr*  Justice  Mellor  in  his  judgment  said  as  to  this :  "  I  confess 
that  if  the  case  rested  solely  upon  that  speech  which  the  Bespon- 
dent made  upon  the  night  before  the  poll,  I  sliould  have  been 
very  much  disposed  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  a  doubt  as  to  what 
was  really  intended  b}'  him.     I  might  have  thought,  and  probably 

should  have,  that  although  he  had  used  these  words  '  Well,  when 

o  2 
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we  have  won  the  election  we  will  have  an  entertainment  together/ 
they  were  the  mere  hasty  words  of  a  person  suddenly  called  iqKm 
to  make  a  speech  to  electors.  I  should  have  given  him  the  benefit 
of  any  douht  I  might  have  entertained  as  to  the  effect  of  those 
expressions  had  it  not  been  for  what  subsequently  oeemred. 
But  I  cannot  look  upon  that  statement  in  that  speech  as  I  would 
upon  an  isolated  expression  used  in  the  heat  of  the  moment, 
wlien  I  call  to  mind  the  words  which  he  used  on  the  following 
night.  Those  words  are  to  my  mind  very  impoitant  words, 
because  tliey  convey  to  my  mind  that  the  Bespondent  was  onty 
rt^strainod  bv  a  terror  of  the  trammels  of  election  law  firom  tt 

* 

tnioo  atfonling  to  the  electors  such  a  treat  as  he  had  promised  on 
the  pn^vious  night.     Now,  it  was  said  by  one  of  the  witnesses 
that  ho  believed  the  people  did  not  care  much  about  the  promise 
and  did  not  jmy  much  attention  to  it.     For  my  part,  from  what  I 
have  heanl  and  seen,  I  think  there  are  a  great  many  electors  in 
Kiddenuinster  who  would  be  influenced  by  such  a  promise,  ind 
who  would  regard  it  as  the  only  part  of  the  speech  that  was  worth 
tlieir  listening  to.  and  which  they  would  be  likely  to  be  influenced 
by.     The   Respondent  is  a  gentleman  well  known  for  his  mnnifi- 
oonve  and  for  the  liberality  of  his  gifts,  and  I  think  that  the 
electors  would  be  influenced  by  the  expectation  that  they  were  to 
h:ive  n  rowunl  tor  their  exertions  in  retiurdng  the  ResjKmdent  to 
rjirlianit  ut,  and  that  they  were  to  have    a   treat,   not   a  mere 
insi^iurioaut  trt\Ht,  but  a  real  treat,  which  would  give  to  themselves 
and  thtir  taniilies  a  s^itisfaotion  which  thev  would  not  otherwise 
v^btain.     But  that  is  not  all :  the  Respondent  comes  down  on  s 
subsequent  vvoasiou  and  makes  a  third  speech  to  the  electors. 
He  savs  *  I'^uo  thiniX  more — vou  know  when  I  was  returned  for 
this  place/  just  ob>erve  the  words,  *  I  promised  the  town  that, 
so  t'lir  as  I  could  contribute   to  it,  I  would  come  down  and  ve 
wouLl  have  tw\>  or  thrt^  days*  joUitication  together/     That  is  the 
Re>i>»iidont*s  own  iut<:*r|^rttation  of  his  own  promise,  and  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  uuvierstand  how  I  :un  to  come  to  anv  other  conclusion 
than  that  the  prv>mis<*  which  was  made  upon  the  two  fir&t  occa- 
sions by  the  Resiv^ndcur.  coupletl  with  what  he  said  on  the  third 
ovViision.  was  a  prv^iiiisc  to  W  hereafter  performed  by  the  gift  of 
meat,  uriuk  aiui  othtr  tiUcrtainment,  and  that  being  so,  it  was  a 
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corrupt  promise,  and  was  the  foundation  of  all  that  subsequently 
took   place.       But   the  impoi-tant  matter  was   this,   whilst  the 
arrangements  for  this  entertainment  were  in  the  act  of  being  com- 
pleted, the  Respondent  sends  down  two  cheques  for  £500  each — 
for  what  purpose  ?     If  there  is  an}i;hing  clear  in  this  case  it  is 
that  these  two  cheques  were  sent  down  for  the  purpose  of  being 
used  on  account  of  this  enteii;ainment,  to  be  drawn  upon  for  the 
expenses  to  be  incurred  by  the  committee.     Well,  it  was  not 
drawn  upon,  and  why  ?     Because  the  idea  of  the  enteiiainment 
was  abandoned.     Then  comes  this  question,  did  this  abandon- 
ment operate  or  act  retrospectively  so  as  to  get  rid  of  all  the 
attempts  to  carry  it  out.     I  think  certainly  it  did  not.     I  think 
the  promise  amounted  to  a  coiTupt  practice.  I  think  the  carrying 
out  of  the  scheme  was  the  carrpng  out  of  a  corrupt  practice,  and, 
although  it  was  not  completed,  but  stopped  m  medio,  it  is  perfectly 
clear  to  me  that  that  could  not  purge  what  had  been  done,  that 
they  had  entered  into  contracts,  and  it  was  not  because  they  got 
rid  of  some  by  compromise  and  paid  others,  that  they  could  say 
*  Oh,  this  is  all  moonshine,  there  never  was  any  real  carrying  out 
of  the  promise,  it  was  abandoned  as  soon  as  it  was  entered  upon, 
and  there  was  an  end  of  it.'    I  do  not  think  so.    At  the  time  that 
the  Respondent  sent  the  £1000  down,  the  whole  thing  was  alive 
and  flourishing,  and  that  £1000  was  intended  to  be  a  payment  in 
pursuance,  and  in  furtherance  and  in  performance  of  the  promise 
which  the  Respondent  had  made,  and  had  it  not  been  for  the 
vigour  and  determination   of   Mr.  Jeffiies  it  would  have   been 
actually  used.     Therefore,  I  come  to  the  result  that  that  was  a 
corrupt  promise,  that  it  was  partially  carried  out  and  stopped  in 
medio,  and  that  the  £1000  which  was  sent  in  those  two  cheques 
was,  strictly  speaking,  a  sum  of  money  paid  in  furtherance  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  corrupt  contract  or  promise  which  I  say  the 
Respondent  had  made.     The  Respondent,  therefore,   is  in  my 
opinion,  so  far  affected  by  what  occurred  that  he  can  no  longer 
hold  his  seat." 

Mr.  Justice  Mellor,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 
Toid. 

As  to  the  costs,  he  said :   "I  shall  follow  the  iiile  which  I  CosU. 
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always  ^t  upon,  unless  there  is  some  special  reason  to  depart  from 
it,  and  I  see  none  here,  therefore  the  costs  will  follow  my  decision 
and  be  home  by  the  Respondent,     The  only  e;^eption  I  desire  to 
make  is  one  ^ot  oii  account  of  its  importance  but  ou  account  of 
its  significance.     I  certainly  desire  that  the  expenses  of  bringing 
down  the  man  Bailey  *  as  a  witness  should  not  be  allowed.    It 
is  of  no  importance  as  regard^  the  amount,  but  I  wish  to  testify 
that  I    disapprove   altogether   of  the    employment   of  poFsons 
guilty  of  tricks  of  that  description  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
evidence,     J  therefore  make  that  e^^ception,  that  I  disallow  his 
costs." 

*  This  man  had  come  down  and  professed  to  be  an  agent  of  the  Respondent, 
and  as  such  had  endeavoured  to  elicit  from  various  publicanB  in  the  town  vbM 
had  t^ken  place  in  their  houses  during  the  election. 


CASE  XXVIII. 

BOROUGH  OF   STROUD. 

Before  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell^  July  2,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Marling  and  others. 

Respondent:  Mr.  Dorington. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Mr.  Charles  Russell,  Q.C.  ; 

Mr.  Anstie. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Waterhonse  and  Winterbotham. 

Counsel  for  Respondent:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  A.  L.  Smith. 

Agents:  Messrs.  White  and  Jones. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  prac- 
tices, but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

It  was  proved  that  at  the  previous  election,  which  took  place 
in  February,  and  which  had  been  declared  void  on  petition,* 
the  Respondent  was  an  unsuccessful  candidate,  and  that 
at  that  election  considerable  sums  were  sent  by  agents  of  the 
Respondent  to  voters  who  were  away  from  home,  in  postage 
stamps,  ostensibly  as  payment  of  their  travelling  expenses, 
but  in  many  cases  th^  sums  sent  were  far  beyond  the  mere 
railway  expenses.  These  facts  being  indisputable  the  Respon- 
dent's counsel  witlidrew  from  the  defence  of  the  seat. 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 

void. 

•  Ante,  p.  107. 
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Agreement  as        As  to  the  payment  of  travelling  expenses  he  said  as  follows: 
traveU^gex-     "^  must  saj  that  the  arrangement  that  was  made  with  respect 
peoMs  on  both    ^  ^^  payment  of  these  travelling  expenses,  namely,  the  agree- 
ment that  neither  party  would  take  exception  to  the  other  doing 
it,  was  really  a  most    disastrous  arrangement    to    be   come  to. 
In  the  first  place  I  cannot  strictly  call  it  illegal,  because  I  do 
not  know  that  in  any  way  the  parties  to  it  could  be  punished. 
I  suppose  it  was  competent  to    them  without  illegality  to  say 
they  would   not   object  to  each  other   doing  it,  but  it  was  an 
arrangement  for  the  unpunished  doing  of  an  illegal  act,  because 
it  is  quite  certain  that  the  payment  of  these  travelling  expenses 
is  a  thing  prohibited  by  the  Act  of  Parliament.*     The  mischief 
of  it  was  not  limited  to  the  mere  illegality,  but  it  was  perfectly 
certain  that  the  result  of  it  would  be  that  sums  in   excess  of 
the  travelling  expenses  would  be  paid. 

CoBt«»«  Costs  followed  the  event. 

*  Bepresentation  of  the  People  Act,  1867,  s.  36,  as  to  England,  31  &  32  Vict 
c.  48,  s.  25,  as  to  Scotland,  and  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  49,  s.  12,  as  to  Ireland. 


CASE   XXIX. 

BOKOUGH  OF   STROUD. 


Before  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  July  7,  1874. 

Petitioners :  Baynes  and  others. 

Respondent :  Mr.  A.  J.  Stanton. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Serjeant  Ballantine  ;  Mr.  A.  L.  Smith. 

Agents :  Messrs.  White  and  Jones. 

Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Serjeant  Parry  ;  Mr.  Anstie. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Waterhouse  and  Winterbothanu 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  prac- 
tices, but  did  not  pray  the  seat. 

The  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  from  the  judgment. 

Mr.  Baron  Bramwell,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  Respon- 
dent duly  elected. 

As  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  he  said  as  follows : — 

"  This  case  is  reduced,  by  the  concession  of  the  Petitioners'  Payment  of 
counsel,  to  what  arises  from  the  workmen  having  been  paid  on  b^Jy^^^"* 
the  polling  days  of  the  elections  *  held  in  February  and  May.     I 
take  the  facts  to  be  clear.     In  the  first  place,  this  fact  is  clear — 

•  The  several  elections  referred  to  were  (1),  the  election  held  in  January, 
1874,  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  one  of  the  members,  Mr.  Winterbotham, 
in  December,  1873,  (2)  the  general  election,  which  was  held  in  February,  1874, 
and  (3)  an  election  held  in  May,  1874,  in  consequence  of  the  election  in 
February  being  petitioned  against  and  declared  void. 
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that  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  day  on  which  the  January  election 
was  held,  all  the  days  on  which  the  men  did  not  work  were  dajs 
for  which  they  were  not  paid.     Whether  it  arose  from  the  mill 
stopping  from  a  break  down,  or  from  its  being  a  holiday,  such  is 
Christmas  Day,  Whit  Monday,  or  Good  Friday,  or  from  the  men 
thinking  fit  to  absent  themselves  and  take  holiday,  on  all  these 
occasions,  including  the  polling  days,  if  the  men  did  not  work 
they  did  not  get  paid.     That  is  one  clear  fact.     The  next  fiict  is 
— that  in  all  the  mills  that  practice  continued  up  to  and  inclasive 
of  the  January  election.     There  is  no  evidence  that  anyone  was 
paid  at  the  January  election  except  in  the  case  I  am  going  to 
mention.     After  the  January  election,  and  after  it  was  known 
that  the  February  election  would  come  on,  the  men  at  Ford's 
mill  were  paid  for  the  January  polling  day.     Not  only  in  Ford*s 
mill,  but  at  Marling's,  Strachan's,  and  several  others,  they  were 
paid  for  the  polling  day  in   February,  and  the   polling  day  in 
May,  but  there  is  no  mill  except  Ford's  at  which  they  were 
paid  in  respect  of  the  January  election.     These  facts  are  be- 
yond  dispute.     The  facts,  therefore,  are,  that    in  Ford's  mill 
there  was  the  particular   exception  I  have   mentioned,  but  in 
that  mill  and  in  several  others  a  new  practice  has  been  introduced 
of  paying  men  for  a  day  on  which  they  did  not  work,  that  day 
being  the  polling  day,  when  the  mills  were  closed.    It  was  argued 
that  that  is  a  bribe  within  the  meaning  of  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Act,  1854,  and  that  really  is  the  simple  question  I  have  to  decide. 
It  is  simple  enough  as  far  as  the  statement  of  facts  goes,  but  it 
may  involve  some  considerations  of  difficulty.     Now  I  will  read 
the  words  of  the  Act  which  bear  upon  the  first  way  in  which  my 
brother  Ballantine  has  put  it  to  me  ;  they  are  these  : — *  Every 
person  who  shall  promise  any  money  to  any  voter  in  order  to 
induce  any  voter  to  vote  or  refrain  from  voting  sball  be  guilty  of 
bribery.'     I  am  called  upon  to  find  that  these  millowners,  some 
of  whom  are  undoubtedly  agents  of  the  Respondent,  promised 
money  to  voters  in  order  to  *  induce  them  to  vote  or  refrain  from 
voting.'     It  appears  to  me  that  there  are  two  insuperable  diflScuI- 
ties  in  the  way  of  my  doing  so,  and  one  of  them  is  that  I  see  no 
promise  at  all.     We  must  limit  ourselves  to  the  case  in  May,  as 
the  Ilesj)ondent  was   not  a  candidate  at  the  February  election, 
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and,  therefore,  he  is  not  affected  by  anything  that  took  place 
before  May,  except  as  it  casts  a  light  on  the  May  proceedings. 
Now  my  brother  Ballantine  very  ingeniously  argued  it  in  this 
way ;  he  said  that  by  papng  the  men  in  February  the  millowners 
in  effect  promised  the  men  that  they  would  similarly  pay  them 
upon  the  next  occasion,  that  the  payment  in  February  is  under 
the  circumstances  evidence  of  a  promise  that  when  the  next 
election  was  held  they  would  do  the  same  thing  again.  That  is 
the  argument.  Now  if  that  were  so,  I  think  it  would  be  within 
the  statute,  because,  although  the  bribery  must  be  committed  at 
the  election,  and  the  promise  must  be  at  the  election,  yet  it  has 
been  held,*  and  properly  held,  that  it  does  not  mean  at  the  very 
moment  when  the  polling  is  going  on,  but  it  means  at  such  a  time 
as  makes  the  bribery  operative  on  the  election.  To  take  an 
extreme  case,  if  the  Respondent  himself  had  said  to  any  voter, 
*  Here  is  £6  for  you  if  you  will  promise  to  vote  for  me  when  I 
am  a  candidate,'  if  he  had  not  come  forward  for  the  next  ten 
years  it  would  still  have  been  within  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
Therefore,  if  the  millowners  who  were  agents  of  the  Respondent 
in  May  had  said  in  effect  in  February,  *  If  you  vote  upon  my  side 
in  May  I  will  pay  a  day's  wages  when  you  do  not  do  a  day's  work,' 
it  would  have  been  within  the  Act  of  Parliament.  But  is  there 
any  evidence  of  such  a  promise  as  that  ?  To  my  mind  there  is 
none.  It  is  a  sound  rule  of  law  and  of  good  sense  that  you  have 
no  right  to  draw  a  general  conclusion  from  a  particular  instance. 
Take,  for  example,  the  fact  of  a  man  having  signed  another  man's 
name  once,  that  is  no  evidence  of  an  authority  to  sign  it  gene- 
rally, but  if  be  has  signed  it  many  times  with  the  sanction  of  the 
person  whose  name  has  been  signed,  then  there  is  evidence  of  a 
general  authority.  I  can  readily  understand  that  if  this  practice 
had  gone  on  for  many  elections,  and  money  had  been  paid  when 
the  men  did  not  work,  a  workman  would  be  entitled  to  say,  *  Why, 
you  hired  me  on  those  terms  ;  it  was  always  the  practice  at  your 
mill  that  if  the  mill  was  shut  upon  that  day,  and  I  did  no  work, 
nevertheless  that  I  should  be  paid  for  it.'  But  one  instance  of  the 
sort  does  not  warrant  any  such  conclusion.     It  was  a  matter  of 

•  Per  Keogh,  J.,  Sligo,  vol.  i  302. 
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grace  in  February,  when  it  was  paid,  and  it  was  equally  a  matter 
of  grace  dependent  upon  the  good  pleasure  of  the  millowners  at 
the  time  when  they  actually  paid  it  in  May.  But  there  is  another 
difficulty  in  the  way,  and  that  is  this.  The  promise  struck  out 
by  the  Act  of  Parliament  must  not  only  be  a  promise  of  money 
to  voters,  but  it  must  be  a  promise  to  voters,  *  in  order  to  induce 
any  voter  to  vote  or  refrain  from  voting.'  Is  it  possible  to  say 
that  what  was  done  here  was  done  '  in  order  to  induce  any  voter 
to  vote  or  refrain  from  voting?'  I  think  not.  Very  probably, 
however,  there  was  in  the  minds  of  these  masters  who  paid  in 
this  way  some  notion  that  it  would  not  have  an  unfavourable 
effect  upon  the  persons  who  received  this  day's  wages.  They 
must  have  had  a  notion  that  it  would  do  them  some  good ;  they 
could  not  have  thought  that  it  would  have  a  neutral  eflfect.  But 
the  Act  of  Parliament  does  not  deal  with  that  case.  The  Act 
does  not  say  that  liberal  conduct  towards  your  men,  or  such  a 
thing  as  I  suggested — for  instance,  the  putting  up  of  a  drinloBg 
fountain,  or  what  not, — although  it  may  be  done  very  much  to 
influence  voters,  is  an  act  of  bribery.  I  do  not  think  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  prevent  the  doing  of  any  act 
liberal  and  good  in  itself.  As,  for  instance,  if  a  master  said  to 
his  men,  *  If  you  choose  to  make  a  holiday  of  this  day  you  shall 
not  lose  money  by  it,  whatever  your  colour,  go  out  and  take  your 
holiday,  and  you  shall  be  paid  your  day's  wages  all  the  same/ 1 
doubt  if  there  had  been  any  antecedent  promise  of  that  kind 
whether  it  would  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  I  do  not 
think  the  Legislature  intended  to  prohibit  that ;  it  intended  to 
prohibit  acts  done  with  the  specific  object  of  influencing  the  mind 
of  the  individual  voter  to  whom  they  had  relation  by  the  par- 
ticular temptation  held  out  to  him,  but  it  did  not  intend  to 
prevent  an  act  being  done  to  a  person,  kind  and  good  in  itself, 
merely  because  it  had  a  tendency  to  make  that  person  favourable 
to  the  persons  doing  it. 
Effect  of  the  "  But  further,  the  Act  says,  *  shall  comiptly  do  any  such  act.' 

mptly^''^^"^  Now,  it  would  be  impossible  to  find  that  it  was  corruptly  done, 
unless  there  had  been  some  previous  engagement  or  something 
else  to  make  that  wrong  which  otherwise  would  be  right.  I 
rather  think  that  word  *  corruptly '  would  not  apply  to  any  case 
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where  the  pajonent  was  merely  on  account  of  the  voting,  unless 
there  was  some  other  reason  for  giving  the  money.  For  instance, 
such  a  thing  as  this  might  happen,  if  a  man  voted  and  got  turned 
out  of  his  situation  and  went  to  anybody  for  charity,  and  a  man 
said,  *  I  am  sorry  for  you,  here  is  a  sovereign,'  that  would  not  be 
a  corrupt  payment,  though  it  might  be  said  to  have  been  given  on 
account  of  the  man  having  voted  a  particular  way.  Neverthe- 
less, in  almost  every  case  where  a  payment  is  made  in  consequence 
of  a  voter  having  voted,  it  would  be  a  corrupt  giving  unless  some 
reason  such  as  I  have  suggested  could  be  given." 

As  to  costs,  he  said  as  follows  : — 

'*  Although  I  have  no  doubt  that  what  was  done  is  not  within  Costs. 
the  Act  of  Parliament,  yet  I  believe  that  it  was  done  to  get  the 
good  will  of  the  workmen  who  were  affected  by  it,  and  I  think  it 
is  somewhat  a  mischievous  practice.  It  is  a  practice  to  be  depre- 
cated, and  one  which  had  better  not  be  observed.  It  would  be 
better,  if  the  masters  have  a  mind  to  do  an  act  of  benevolence 
and  kindness  to  their  workmen,  to  fix  upon  some  day  which  is 
not  a  polling  day.  There  is  also  another  matter  to  which  I  wish 
to  call  attention.  It  was  proved  that  five  men  were  given  free 
railway  tickets,  or  that  their  fares  were  paid  for  them.  That  has 
not  been  traced  to  the  Respondent,  and,  if  it  had  been,  I  do  not 
think  it  would  have  affected  his  seat.  My  brother  Mellor  ruled 
at  Bolton*  that  it  would  not,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would 
not.  But  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  thing  which  the  Act 
of  Pai'liamentt  prohibits.  The  reason  I  have  made  these  two 
last  observations  is,  that  I  think  the  Respondent's  Mends  have  to 
a  very  considerable  extent  brought  this  inquiry  upon  themselves. 
I  think  that  it  is  an  inquiry  that  the  Petitioners  were  well  justi- 
fied in  entering  into,  and  consequently  I  think  that  they  ought 
not  to  pay  the  Respondent's  costs,  but  that  each  pai'ty  should  pay 
his  own." 

•  Ante,  pp.  144—150.  t  Sec  p.  180,  note. 


CASE    XXX. 

BOROUGH   OF  ATHLOXE. 

BcroKC  rH£  Corsr  of  Coiatcfs  Pl£a&  I>rBLnc,  April  24,  1874. 


PitiHc<e^:  Ethnic  SImIL 
R€ffB:*%M%i  :  Joitt  Tiirr  Emis. 
CymMMk  f'T  P€i\ti?tur  :  Mr.  ScryeKi:  JLTiKtzw^  ;  Mr.  Darid  RtagcraM. 

C?%%»!i  />  £^«.>«^A«x :  Mr.  H«r:«i.  U.C  ;  Mr.  Ma)fTmot 
C^iUKlfir  Biimrmijv  '>«afr  :  Mt.  Gcra^  Flti^ibKn,  Q.C  ;  Mr.  Nkholk 


* 


The  pethion  iras  as  loKows : — 

1.  Yoar  Peiitjoaer  is  m  jvrson  who  claims  to  have  a  right  to 
have  l-^-en  >j  xW  re  lurried  a:  iLe  al-:«Te  el^v^tion. 

2.  Tiie  sadd  eicciion  w^^s  hxuca  on  the  2nd  and  5tfa  davs  of 
Fcbraarr,  1S74,  when  ]r.:ar  Petiifonrr  and  John  James  Ennis 
K<*i..  were  the  only  c&ndidatcs,  anu  the  rttamins:  officer  hits  mide 
a  retnm  cf  the  wri:  mider  wLi-^h  die  said  election  was  holden  in 
the  words  and  Sirures  fcn.^wiiia:,  ihat  is  to  sar, 

^  ^  « 

•'  I  oenif^-  that  John  JasKs  Ennis  and  Edwaid  Sheil  etch 
ociiinf\i  140  To^e^  az^i  I  n?:  Wing  a  registered  elecUx 
of  the  ror: o^  :f  A: hl-.^Zrtr  had  no  aothoritv  to  gire inj 
deciviin^  t:w«     So  aiiswers 

••  Wai^tu!:  XroEXT,  Sheri£" 


S*  Yv  :ir  Ft: tit>:ncr  vvmri^i-^  cc  ibe  sadi  r^tam.  and  insists  that 
litY  h-e  hjLi  a  niajori'j  :f  I^o^l  y:vc:5^  an-i  that  he  alone  ought 
to  hA^>c  r^exr.  Tvmrr.xa  bj  irs*r  >aL:i  r^uimir:^  oScer,  and  that  he 


THE  ATHLONE  CASE.  187 

ought  to  have  been  declared  duly  elected  member  for  the  said 
borough  of  Athlone. 

4.  The  said  alleged  equality  of  votes  was  arrived  at  by  means 
of  an  erroneous  decision  of  the  said  returning- officer  in  reference 
to  twenty-one  votes  given  for  your  Petitioner,  which  were  rejected 
by  the  said  returning  officer. 

5.  It  appeared,  in  the  course  of  the  counting  of  the  votes,  that 
certain  of  the  voters  who  voted  for  your  Petitioner,  had  placed 
their  cross  immediately  after  and  opposite  your  Petitioner's  name 
in  the  ballot-paper,  and  in  the  compartment  or  division  of  the 
said  ballot-paper  in  which  your  Petitioner's  name  was  printed, 
but  not  in  a  space  outside  the  said  compartment,  and  separated 
therefrom  by  a  vertical  line.  Thirteen  votes  so  given  for  your 
Petitioner  were  rejected  by  the  said  returning  officer.  It  also 
appeared  that  certain  other  of  the  voters  who  had  voted  for  your 
Petitioner  had  placed  their  cross  immediately  before  and  opposite 
your  Petitioner's  name  on  the  ballot-paper ;  eight  votes  that  were 
so  given  for  your  Petitioner  were  rejected  by  the  said  returning 
officer,  and  your  Petitioner  submits  that  the  said  votes  should 
have  been  counted  for  him. 

6.  The  rejection  of  the  said  thirteen  and  eight  ballot-papers 
was  objected  to  by  your  Petitioner's  agent,  who  attended  the 
counting  of  the  votes,  and  his  objections  duly  endorsed  upon  the 
said  ballot-papers  by  the  said  returning  officer. 

7.  Throughout  the  counting  of  the  said  votes,  your  Petitioner's 
agent  insisted  that  the  said  returning  officer  should  not  reject  any 
of  the  ballot-papers  so  marked ;  and  after  the  returning  officer 
had  rejected  most  of  the  ballot-papers  so  marked,  he  said  he 
thought  he  had  made  a  mistake  in  doing  so,  and  was  sorry  he  had 
done  so,  and  would  reject  no  more  ballot-papers  on  that  ground. 
He  thereupon  proceeded  with  the  counting,  and  allowed  such  other 
ballot-papers  similarly  marked  as  came  up  during  the  rest  of  the 
counting.  The  number  he  so  allowed  was  four,  of  which  one  was 
marked  for  your  Petitioner,  and  three  for  the  Respondent. 

8.  After  the  counting  your  Petitioner's  agent  again  called  upon 
him  to  allow  the  said  thirteen  and  eight  votes  for  your  Petitioner 
which  he  had  rejected.  The  returning  officer  thereupon  appealed 
to  his  assessor  to  know  if  he  might  do  so,  but  the  Respondent's 
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agent  objected  and  protested  against  his  so  doing,  and  the  sheriffs 
assessor  thereupon  advised  him  that  having  once  decided  against 
the  said  votes,  and  endorsed  his  rejection  thereof  upon  the  ballot- 
papers  he  could  not  subsequently  alter  his  ruling  in  that  respect 
Thereupon  the  returning  officer  said  that  at  any  rate  he  would  be 
uniform  in  rejecting  them,  and  he  thereupon  sought  out  the  said 
four  ballot-papers  which  he  had  previously  allowed  and  rejected 
them,  and  endorsed  his  rejection  thereof  thereupon. 

9.  Your  Petitioner  submits  that  the  said  returning  officer  im- 
properly and  illegally  rejected  the  said  thirteen  and  eight  votes 
for  your  Petitioner,  the  ballot-papers  in  relation  to  which  were 
marked  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  allowed  the  same. 
Wherefore  your  Petitioner  prays  that  it  may  be  determined 
that  the  said  John  James  Ennis  was  not  duly  returned, 
and   that  your  Petitioner   alone  ought  to   have  been 
returned  and  declared  duly  elected  member  for  the  said 
borough  of  Athlone ;  and  that  the  said  Walter  Nugent 
be  deemed  a  Respondent  hereto ;  and  that  he  or  the  said 
John  James  Ennis  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  this 
petition  and  the  proceedings  thereon. 

(Signed)        Edward  Sheh.. 

Pursuant  to  an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Lawson,  the  petition  was 
turned  into  a  special  case  in  which  the  facts,  so  far  as  relates  to 
the  Petitioner's  case,  were  set  out  as  stated  in  the  petition.  The 
following  additional  facts  were  also  stated,  as  follows  : — 

The  number  of  ballot-papers  delivered  to  electors  in  the 
aggregate  was  315.  On  examination  by  the  sheriff  two  ballot- 
papers  were  fomid  not  to  be  marked  by  a  cross,  or  any  mark  to 
indicate  for  whom  the  elector  intended  to  vote  ;  eight  were  marked 
with  a  cross  opposite,  but  on  the  left-hand  side  of  the  Petitioner's 
name,  thirteen  were  marked  with  a  cross  opposite  Petitioner's 
name,  and  on  the  right-hand  side,  but  in  the  same  column  or 
compartment  of  the  ballot-papers  with  Petitioner's  name,  one 
ballot-paper,  marked  for  the  Petitioner,  had  a  name  written  on  it. 
Eight  ballot-papers  were  marked  with  a  cross  opposite  the 
Respondent's  name,  and  on  the  right-hand  side,  but  in  the  same 
coluuin  or  compartment  as  the  Ilespondent's  name.     One  ballot- 
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paper  was  marked  with  a  cross  opposite  the  Respondent's  name, 
but  on  the  left  hand  side,  and  two  ballot-papers,  marked  for  the 
Respondent,  had  a  name  written  on  them. 

These  thirty-five  ballot-papers  the  sheriflF  rejected,  and  there 
then  remained  one  hundred  and  forty  votes  for  each  candidate. 

On  the  hearing  of  the  special  case,  all  the  ballot-papers  were 
ordered  to  be  produced,  to  be  inspected  by  the  court,  if  necessary; 
as  also  the  sheriff's  report,  made  pursuant  to  rule  36  of  the  Ballot 
Act ;  and  the  court  was  to  be  at  Uberty  to  draw  inferences  of  fact. 
The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were  as  follows : — 

(a)  Whether  the  sheriff  was  right  in  rejecting  any,  and  which, 

of  the  said  ballot-papers. 
(6)  Whether  any,  and  which,  of  the  ballot-papers  so  rejected 
should  have  been  counted  for  the  Petitioner. 

(c)  Whether  any,  and  which,  of  the  ballot-papers  so  rejected 

should  have  been  coimted  for  the  Respondent. 

(d)  The  Petitioner,  or  the  said  John  James  Ennis,  to  be 

declared  entitled  to  be  returned  as,  and  to  be,  member  of 
Parliament  for  the  said  borough,  according  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  upon  the  foregoing  questions,  or  that  the 
return  made  by  the  said  retuming-officer  be  declared  a 
good  and  valid  return ;  and  the  costs  of  said  petition 
and  proceedings  thereon  to  be  paid  by  each  of  said 
parties  hereto,  or  to  abide  such  other  order  in  reference 
thereto  as  the  court  shall  direct. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  Monahan  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  court  as  follows : — 

"  As  a  matter  of  fact  we  entertain  no  doubt  at  all,  that,  under 
the  true  construction  of  this  Act  of  ParUament,  the  votes  on  the 
right-hand  side  of  the  ballot-papers  ought  to  have  been  received 
by  the  sheriff,  and  that  means  that  Mr.  Sheil  ought  to  have  a 
legal  majority ;  and,  therefore,  we  so  record  that  in  our  opinion 
he  ought  to  have  been  declared  duly  elected.  With  regard  to  the 
question  of  costs,  we  wish  to  take  time  to  consider  the  matter. 
We  don  t  decide  the  question  as  to  the  votes  on  the  left-hand  side, 
and  we  will  specially  state  in  our  certificate  that  we  don't  think  it 
necessary  to  consider  whether  the  votes  on  the  left-hand  side  are 
vou  n.  p 
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^ood  or  bfld,  because  not  counting  them,  and  merely  deciding  on 
tlie  ri;iht-li;ni»l  vnt.  s  ^'ivrs  Mr.  Shell  a  majority,  and,  therefore, 
the  coimting  of  the  left-hand  votes  would  not  alter  the  matter.** 
Costa^  As  to  costs  he  subsequently  said : — "  In  this  matter,  which 

stood  over  to  consider  what  should  be  done  with  the  costs,  the 
facts  of  the  case  are  these.  It  appears  that  the  sheriff,  as  &r  as 
we  can  see,  of  his  own  instance,  without  either  party  insisting  on 
it,  ruled  that  all  these  votes  (those  marked  on  the  right-hand  side) 
should  be  rejected.  That  being  so,  we  are  of  opinion  there  was 
no  misconduct  by  either  party.  We  think  it  a  misfortune,  but 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  proper  coarse  is  that  each 
party  must  pay  his  own  costs/' 


CASE  XXXI. 

COUNTY  OF  MAYO. 

Before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Dublin,  May  4,  1874. 


Petitioner :  Sir  George  C.  O'DoneL 

Respondents :  Geoige  Eokins  Browne  and  Thomas  Tighe. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  Mr.  Murphy,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  M'Dennott, 

Counsel  for  RespoTidents :  Mr.  Carleton,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Jordan. 

Counsel  for  the  Returning  Officer :  Mr.  Beytagh,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Trench. 


The  petition  was  as  follows  : — 

1.  Your  Petitioner  was  a  candidate  at  the  above  election. 

2.  Your  Petitioner  states  that  the  election  was  holden  on  the 
6th  day  of  February,  1874,  and  your  Petitioner,  George  Eakins 
Browne,  and  Thomas  Tighe  were  candidates  at  said  election. 

8.  The  time  appointed  by  the  returning  officer  of  the  said 
county,  that  is  to  say,  the  high  sheriff  of  the  said  county,  Joseph 
Pratt,  Esq.,  for  holding  the  said  election  was  between  the  hours 
of  11  o'clockin  the  forenoon,  and  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of 
the  said  6th  day  of  February,  and  the  place  appointed  by  the 
said  returning  officer  for  holding  the  said  election  was  the  grand 
jury  room  of  the  county  court  house  of  Mayo,  in  Castlebar. 

4.  Your  Petitioner  was  duly  nominated  in  writing  at  the  time 
and  place  so  appointed  for  holding  the  said  election,  as  a  candi- 
date to  serve  in  Parliament  for  the  said  county. 

6.  The   said    writing,    hereinafter    called    ''  the    nomination 

paper/'  was  subscribed  by  two  registered  electors  of  the  said 

p  2 
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county  as  proposer  and  seconder  of  your  Petitioner,  and  by  eight 
others,  registered  electors  of  the  said  county,  as  assenting  to  the 
nomination  of  your  Petitioner,  and  the  said  nomination  paper 
subscribed  as  aforesaid  was  during  the  time  appointed  for  the  said 
eler:tion,  duly  delivered  to  the  said  returning  oflScer. 

6.  Your  Petitioner  was  in  all  respects  duly  nominated  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33,  and  no  objection 
was  made  to  the  nomination  paper  of  your  Petitioner  by  the  said 
returning  officer,  or  any  other  person  before  the  expiration  of 
the  time  appointed  for  the  said  election,  or  within  one  hour 
afterwards. 

7.  The  said  George  Eakins  Browne  and  Thomas  Tighe  were 
also  duly  nominated  as  candidates  for  election  to  serve  in  Parlia- 
ment for  the  said  county  of  Mayo,  whereby  the  said  election 
became  a  contested  election  within  the  meaning  of  the  said 
statute. 

8.  Thereupon  it  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  said  returning 
officer  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  appointed  time  to  adjourn 
the  said  election,  and  to  appoint  and  give  public  notice  of  a  daj 
upon  which  the  poll  for  the  said  election  would  be  taken. 

9.  After  the  hour  of  one  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  said 
6th  of  Februar}%  the  nomination  of  yoiu*  Petitioner  was  objected 
to  on  behalf  of  the  said  George  Eakins  Browne  and  Thomas 
Tighe  by  their  respective  conducting  agents  and  by  notices  in 
writing  served  by  the  said  agents  on  behalf  of  the  said  Geoi^e 
Eakins  Browne  and  Thomas  Tighe  respectively,  on  the  alleged 
grounds  that  your  Petitioner  had  not  appointed  an  expense  agent 
in  writing,  and  given  notice  to  the  returning  officer  thereof  in 
writing,  on  or  before  the  day  of  nomination,  as  by  said  notices 
will  appear. 

10.  Before  the  declaration  of  the  said  returning  officer  ncit 
hereinafter  mentioned,  your  Petitioner's  conducting  agent,  by  i 
written  notice  delivered  to  the  said  returning  officer,  demanded 
to  have  a  day  fixed  for  taking  the  poll  at  said  election  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  statute. 

11.  Notwithstanding  the  premises  the  said  returning  officer  in 
violation  of  his  duty  in  that  behalf  and  in  derogation  of  the 
rights  of  your  Petitioner  and  of  the  electors  of  the  said  countv, 


THE  MAYO  CASE.  198 

and  contrary  to  the  statute,  refused  and  denied  a  poll,  and 
declared  the  said  George  Eakins  Browne  and  the  said  Thomas 
Tighe  to  be  elected  members  to  serve  for  the  said  county  in 
Parliament,  and  certified  under  his  hand  by  indorsement  on  the 
writ  of  election  the  names  of  the  said  George  Eakins  Browne 
and  Thomas  Tighe  as  the  members  elected  for  the  said  county 
of  Mayo,  and  returned  said  writ  so  endorsed  to  the  clerk  of  the 
Crown  and  Hanaper  in  Ireland,  without  any  poll  having  been 
had. 

12.  On  the  6th  day  of  February,  1874,  the  day  of  the  nomina- 
tion as  aforesaid,  your  Petitioner  duly  appointed  Patrick  Gibbons, 
of  Newport,  in  the  county  of  Mayo,  his  agent  for  the  payment 
of  election  expenses  for  the  said  election,  and  gave  notice  thereof 
in  writing  to  the  returning  officer  at  25  minutes  past  two  o'clock, 
p.m.,  on  the  said  6th  day  of  February. 

Wherefore  your  Petitioner  prays  that  it  may  be  declared  that 
the  said  George  Eakins  Browne  and  Thomas  Tighe 
were  not  duly  elected  or  returned,  and  that  the  said 
election  was  void,  and  that  the  said  returning  officer, 
Joseph  Pratt,  may  be  deemed  a  Respondent  to  this 
petition,  and  that  the  said  Joseph  Pratt,  the  said  George 
Eakins  Browne,  and  said  Thomas  Tighe,  or  some  or  one 
of  them,  may  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  this  petition 
to  your  Petitioner. 

(Signed)  George  C.  O'Donel. 

Pursuant  to  an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Lawson,  the  petition  was 
turned  into  a  special  case,  in  which  the  facts  were  set  out  as 
stated  in  the  petition. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were  as  follows : — 
(1).  Whether  upon  the  facts  above  stated  the  Petitioner  wa& 

entitled  to  a  poll. 
(2).  Whether,  if  the  Petitioner  was  so  entitled,  the  election 
and  return  were  null  and  void. 
The  court  to  make  such  order  as  to  costs  as  it  shall  deem 
proper. 

The  learned  judges  said  as  follows : — 
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Mr.  Justice  Morbis  : — In  this  case  none  of  the  court,  I  belieye 
(I  can  certainly  say  so  for  myself)  have  a  shadow  of  doubt  about 
this  case,  or  have  had  such  from  the  time  we  heard  it  raised; 
and  for  my  part  it  appears  to  me  almost  inconceivable  how  such 
a  decision  could  have  been  arrived  at  by  any  person.  It  appears, 
however,  that  this  gentleman,  the  sheriff,  who  I  presume  is  a 
country  gentleman,  was  not  assisted  by  an  assessor ;  and  I  may 
add,  parenthetically,  that  when  sheriffs  allow  themselves  to  be 
itiiiuenced,  forced,  I  should  say,  into  making  such  Indicroiis 
decisions  as  this,  it  ought  to  be  a  caution  to  them  to  fortify  them- 
selves with  the  advice  and  assistance  of  counsel.  This  case 
comes  very  little  short  of  what  it  was  opened  to  us  by  Mr. 
M'Dermott  as  an  outrage  upon  the  law  of  election.  A  party  is 
put  in  nomination ;  the  sheriff  has  the  fullest  power  under  the 
Act  of  Parhament  of  investigating  his  nomination  paper,  and 
seeing  that  he  was  properly  nominated  and  seconded,  and  there 
his  control  ends ;  he  has  only  to  go  on  with  the  election.  The 
suggestion  made  here  is  that  he  would  be  open  to  any  remarb 
made  in  the  town  as  to  whether  the  candidate  had  committed 
bribery,  and  I  think  that  would  be  a  most  irrelevant  inqniiy. 
Cases  were  cited  which  had  no  more  bearing  on  the  question 
before  us  than  the  case  of  the  six  carpenters*  would  have  had;  as 
to  whether  this  gentleman  (the  Petitioner)  had  paid  to  the  sheriff 
a  sum  of  money  for  the  expenses  of  the  election,  or  whether  it 
WAS  a  mere  statement  that  he  did  so ;  in  my  opinion  a  mi^ 
irrelevant  and  idle  inquiry;  for  if  he  paid  it  ten  times  over  it 
would  have  just  as  much  to  say  to  the  case  as  if  (to  use  Mr. 
M^Dermott's  illustration)  he  wore  a  white  hat,  or  had  fur  on  his 
coat.  In  this  case  I  have  no  doubt.  The  rest  of  the  court  will 
express  their  opinions  individually — that  the  election  must  be  de- 
clared null  and  void ;  and  I  can  only  add,  that  I  really  think  such 
a  thing  could  not  occur  in  any  other  part  of  Ireland  than  in  Alavo. 

ilr.  Justice  Keogh  : — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
case  would  be  serious  if  it  were  not  so  intensely  ludicrous,  that 
it  is  impossible  to  look  upon  it  except  in  a  ludicrous  aspect.  The 
case  before  us  states  tliat  all  the  three  persons  were  duly  nomi- 
nated. Ever}'  one  of  the  three  was  entitled  to  a  poll.  An  objec- 
tion was  then  made  that  the  Petitioner  had  not  appointed  an 
♦  8  Coke,  146  a ;  S.  C,  1  Smith's  L.  C.  ed.  5,  p.  12a 
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expense  agent.  That,  however,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  duty 
of  the  sheriff  in  appointing  a  day  for  a  poll.  Even  supposing  it 
had,  at  twenty-five  minutes  past  two  an  expense  agent  was  duly 
nominated  by  the  Petitioner.  The  ground  was  then  shifted,  and 
the  agents  for  the  Respondents  said  to  the  sheriff,  "  We  object  to 
your  receiving  a  nomination  of  an  expense  agent,  for  the  day  is 
over;"  and  in  five  minutes  afterwards,  at  half- past  two,  the 
sheriff,  acting  under  the  advice  of  counsel  for  the  Respondents, 
proceeded  to  declare  them  duly  elected.  That  is  really  the  ludi- 
crous pajrt  of  this  case ;  but  suppose  it  was  tolerated,  there  is  no 
reason  why  every  sheriff  in  Ireland  should  not  do  the  same,  and 
if  so,  it  might  happen  that  every  member  for  Ireland  would  be 
returned  by  the  sheriffs.  These  two  gentlemen  hav^  at  present 
as  much  right  to  be  members  for  the  county  of  Mayo,  as  any  man 
who  hears  me ;  yet  if  there  were  a  close  division  in  the  House  of 
Commons  on  an  important  political  question,  they  might  decide 
who  should  be  the  Prime  Minister  for  the  next  five  years.  I  do 
really  concur  with  my  brother  Morris,  that  in  no  other  part  of 
Ireland — I  may  go  further,  and  say,  in  no  other  part  of  the 
British  dominions — could  such  a  thing  have  occurred  as  has 
happened  in  this  case. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  Monahan  : — ^I  am  as  anxious  as  the 
other  members  of  the  court  to  express  my  opinion  on  this  case ; 
not  that  I  have  the  slightest  doubt  upon  it.  It  appears  that 
according  to  the  Act  of  Parliament  it  is  the  duty  of  a  person 
coming  forward  as  a  candidate  to  appoint  an  expense  agent  on 
the  day  of  election ;  but  the  Act  does  not  go  on  to  say  that  the 
election  is  rendered  void  if  this  expense  agent  be  not  appointed. 
It  merely  says  that  the  party  who  may  pay  money  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  election,  without  having  an  expense  agent,  will  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanour ;  but  that  has  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  in  appointing  a  day  for  a  poll. 
Without  any  shadow  of  doubt,  all  these  three  gentlemen  were 
duly  nominated ;  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  appoint  a  day 
for  a  poll,  and  his  not  having  done  so,  renders  his  return  null  and 
void.  With  respect  to  the  costs  of  the  petition,  it  appears  that 
the  agents  of  the  Respondents  insisted  on  the  sheriff  acting  as  he 
did,  and  they  must,  therefore,  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  petition. 


CASE    XXXII. 

BOEOUGH  OF   GALWAY. 

Before  Mr.  Justice  Lawson,  May  18,  1874. 

Petitioner :  Mr.  Pierce  Joyce. 

Respondent :  Mr.  F.  H.  (yDonnell. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner:  Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong  ;  Mr.  C.  CFlaherty. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Davis  and  Montford. 
Counsel  for  Respondent :  Mr.  Fitzgibbon,  Q.C. ;  Dr.  Houston. 

Agent :  Mr.  Eavanagh. 
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The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  prac- 
tices, and  also  an  allegation,  "  that  the  Respondent  personally 
engaged  at  the  said  election  as  a  canvasser  or  agent  for  the 
management  and  purposes  of  the  said  election  a  certain  person, 
that  is  to  say,  the  Most  Reverend  John  McEvilly,  Roman 
Catholic  Bishop  of  Galway,  he,  the  Respondent,  knowing  that  the 
said  bishop  had  within  seven  years  previous  to  such  engagement 
and  such  election  been  reported  guilty  of  a  corrupt  practice,  that 
is  to  say  of  undue  influence,  by  the  report  of  a  judge  on  an  election 
petition  under  the  Pari.  El.  Act.,  1868,  whereby  the  election  and 
return  of  the  Respondent  were  and  are  null  and  void." 

It  appeared  that,  previous  to,  and  in  anticipation  of  the 
polling  day  a  system  of  intimidation  was  organized  by  the  Re- 
spondent and  his  agents  by  threats  and  mob  violence  to  unduly 
influence  voters,  and  that  such  system  was  on  the  polling  day 
carried  out  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  Respondent. 
Consequently,  the  election  was  declared  void. 
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In  the  course  of  the  case, 

It  was  proved  that  upon  the  trial  of  the  Galway  County  Engagement  of 
Election  petition  in  May,  1872,  Dr.  McEvilly,  Bishop  of  Galway,  "^^^l^^^ 
was  reported  by  Mr.  Justice  Keooh  as  guilty  of  corrupt  practices,  agent. 
and  that  the  Respondent  was  aware  of  this  fact.  Shortly  before 
the  present  election  the  Respondent  called  upon  the  bishop,  and 
he  (the  bishop)  then  said  to  the  respondent  that  his  hands  were 
tied  by  Mr.  Justice  Kegoh's  report,  and  that  he  could  have  no 
hand,  act,  or  part  in  the  election.  At  the  same  time  the  bishop 
made  no  concealment  from  the  Respondent  that  he  entirely  ap- 
proved his  candidature.  The  bishop  and  clergy  reside  together, 
and  have  a  common  table  in  the  College  House,  and  a  few  days 
after  this  visit  of  the  Respondent  to  the  bishop,  the  clergy  met  at 
the  College  House  and  formally  adopted  the  Respondent  as  the 
candidate  whom  they  would  support.  Immediately  before  this 
meeting  the  bishop,  knowing  what  was  about  to  take  place,  with- 
drew from  the  room  in  order  not  to  be  present  at  the  proceeding. 
On  March  8th  another  meeting  was  held  at  College  House,  the 
bishop,  the  clergy,  and  the  Respondent  all  being  present,  and  it 
was  then  arranged  that  the  clergy  should  on  the  next  day  go  out 
to  canvass  with  the  Respondent,  which  they  accordingly  did,  and 
the  canvass  was  prosecuted  for  some  days.  It  was  proved  that 
this  canvassing  was  not  done  by  the  express  order  of  the  bishop, 
but  it  was  clear  that  he  was  aware  and  approved  of  what  they 
were  doing. 

It  was  also  proved  that  some  weeks  before  this,  namely,  on 
February  16,  1874,  a  most  libellous  and  malignant  letter  was 
written  to  Mr.  Joyce,  the  unsuccessful  candidate,  by  one  of  the 
clergy  of  the  College  House.  The  avowed  object  of  this  letter 
was  to  drive  Mr.  Joyce  from  the  field,  and  to  put  an  end  to  his 
candidature.  This  letter,  before  it  was  sent,  was  shown  to  and 
approved  by  the  bishop,  who  in  fact  punctuated  it,  and  in  some 
passages  altered  its  phraseology  in  order  to  give  point  and 
pungency  to  some  of  the  insulting  and  libellous  matters  con- 
tained in  it.  It  was  clear  that  the  writer  of  this  letter.  Father 
Dooley,  was  an  agent  of  the  Respondent,  but  it  was  also  clear  that 
it  was  without  the  Respondent's  knowledge  or  authority  that  this 
letter  was  written  and  submitted  to  and  corrected  by  the  bishop. 
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Under  the  above  circumstances  taken  together,  it  wag  sub- 
mitted by  the  Petitioner  s  counsel  that  it  ought  to  be  held  that 
the  Respondent  had  been  guilty  within  the  meaning  of  the  Pari. 
El.  Act,  1868,  s.  44,  of  personally  engaging  as  an  agent  for  the 
management  of  the  election  a  person  who  within  seven  yean 
previous  to  such  engagement  had  been  reported  guilty  of  a 
corrupt  practice,  and  that  the  Respondent's  election  ought  there- 
fore to  be  declared  void. 

Mr.  Justice  Lawson  said  as  to  this  in  his  judgment :  "  The 
question  is  whether  under  these  circumstances  the  Respondent 
can  be  held  to  have  'personally  engaged'  the  bishop  as  his 
'  agent  for  the  management  of  his  election.'  There  is  of  coarse 
no  actual  engagement  pretended,  as  both  parties,  both  the  bishop 
and  the  Respondent,  knew  of  the  disability  and  of  the  consequent 
disqualification,  and  both  certainly  desired  not  to  incur  the 
penalty,  but  Mr.  Serjeant  Armstrong  in  his  reply  called  upon  me 
to  infer  from  all  the  circumstances  proved  in  this  case  that  the 
bishop  did,  substantially  and  really,  act  as  an  agent  for  the 
management  of  the  Respondent's  election,  and  so  act  with 
the  Respondent's  knowledge  and  approval.  Now  what  are  the 
matters  upon  which  I  am  asked  to  draw  that  conclusion  ? 

After  recapitulating  the  facts  of  the  case  as  above  stated,  he 
continued  as  follows : — "  I  consider  it  would  be  impossible  to 
hold  that  the  bishop's  silence  or  his  non-prohibition  of  the  can- 
vassing (which  had  been  arranged  at  the  meeting  on  March  8) 
would  make  him  an  agent.  I  agree  to  the  full  that  the  bishop 
was,  as  Serjeant  Armstrong  described  it,  '  at  the  bottom '  of  the 
whole  movement,  that  he  secretly  approved  of  all  that  was  being 
done,  and  that  if  he  had  had  the  slightest  wish  that  the  canvass 
by  the  clerg>'  should  not  take  place  it  would  not  have  taken  place. 
And  I  go  further  than  that,  I  say  that  the  bishop  perfectly  veil 
knew  that,  when  his  vicar-general  and  his  other  clergy  appeared 
in  the  streets  to  canvass  for  the  Respondent,  the  public  would 
understand,  and,  indeed,  were  intended  to  understand,  that  the 
proceeding  was  sanctioned  by  the  bishop.  But  I  consider  it  to 
be  impossible  for  me,  in  applying  the  44th  section  of  this  Act  of 
Parliament,  which  creates  a  disqualification,  and  is  penal  in  its 
nature,  to  bring  any.  pei-son  within  that  penalty  upon  mere  bus- 
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don.  I  admit  that  it  may  be  contended,  that  if  the  bishop 
desired  to  act  up  to  the  spirit  of  the  law,  and  not  merely  to  obey 
its  letter,  he  should  have  desired  his  clergy  not  to  become  agents 
for  Mr-  O'Donnell ;  but  I,  as  a  judge,  cannot  condemn  any  man 
Tor  having  violated  the  spirit  of  the  law,  unless  he  has  also 
eictually  broken  the  law ;  and  in  order  to  do  that,  he  must  do 
some  act  to  constitute  him  an  agent  for  the  purposes  of  the  elec- 
tion.  The  learned  serjeant,  however,  in  his  powerful  reply, 
argued  that  the  bishop's  revising  and  approving  of  the  letter  to 
Mr.  Joyce,  of  the  16th  of  February,  written  by  his  vicar- general, 
Mr.  Dooley,  was  such  an  act ;  that  it  was  written  with  a  view  to 
the  election,  and  in  order  to  deter  one  of  the  candidates  from 
persevering  in  his  canvass  ;  and  he  insists  that,  that  having  been 
done  by  the  bishop  in  the  interests  of  the  other  candidate,  that  is 
sufficient  to  constitute  him  an  agent.  Now,  the  judges  have 
always  been  careful  (and  I  think  rightly)  to  avoid  giving  an  actual 
and  precise  definition  of  the  word  '  agent,'  because  in  these  elec- 
tion matters,  if  there  were  an  exact  legal  definition  of  the  term, 
I  dare  say  persons  would  be  always  trying  to  evade  it,  and  though 
they  were  doing  improper  acts,  not  to  bring  themselves  witliin 
that  definition.  I  think  Mr.  Justice  Gkove  has  given  an 
admirable  definition  or  description  of  it  in  a  late  case,*  in  which 
he  says,  '  The  candidate  is  responsible  generally  for  all  those 
who,  to  his  knowledge,  carried  on  the  purpose  of  promoting  his 
election.'  The  question  in  the  matter  of  the  writing  of  this 
letter  is,  whether  the  bishop  did,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  candi- 
date, *  carry  on  the  purpose  of  promoting  his  election.' 

"  Now,  the  argument  founded  upon  this  letter  is  that  it  is  an 
electioneering  letter,  written  in  the  interest  of  the  Respondent  in 
order  to  put  an  end  to  Mr.  Joyce's  candidature.  I  agree  that 
such  was  at  least  part  of  its  purpose,  but  the  difficulty  I  feel  is 
that  what  the  bishop  did  was  done  without  the  Respondent's 
knowledge  or  authority.  There  is  no  doubt  that  Father  Dooley 
was  an  agent  of  the  Respondent,  but  how  can  I  hold  that  if  a 
man's  agent  in  doing  a  particular  act  for  which  his  principal  would 
be  responsible  is  aided  by  another  agent  called  in  by  himself  and 
without  the  knowledge  of  that  principal,  that  other  person  so 

•  Taunton,  ante,  p.  74. 
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Spiritual 
undue  in- 
fluenoe. 


Intimidation 
general,  or  by 
agent. 


Coffts. 


called  in  thereby  becomes  an  i^ent  ?  It  is  further  argued  that 
the  Respondent  had  publicly  stated  that  he  was  put  forward  by 
the  bishop  and  clergy.  That  certainly  implies  that  the  bishop 
was  his  supporter,  as  undoubtedly  he  was ;  but  it  does  not  follow 
from  that  that  the  bishop  had  therefore  made  himself  the  Respon- 
dent's agent.  It  may  be  said  that  I  am  dealing  with  this  part  of 
the  case  upon  very  technical  groimds,  and  perhaps  I  am,  but  I  do 
not,  sitting  here  as  a  judge,  feel  justified  in  attaching  a  penal  dis- 
quaUfication  to  a  person,  except  upon  clear  and  conclusive 
evidence." 

Mr.  Justice  Lawson,  in  his  judgment,  declared  the  election 
void,  on  account  of  intimidation  by  the  Respondent  and  his 
agents. 

As  to  spiritual  undue  influence,  he  said  : — 
.  "  Undue  influence,  like  other  frauds  of  which  it  is  only  a 
species,  must  be  established  by  evidence,  and  C€mnot  be  arrived 
at  by  conjecture.  I  need  not  refer  to  authorities  to  establish 
what  in  point  of  law  constitutes  undue  spiritual  influence.  The 
judgments  of  Mr.  Justice  Keogh  in  the  Galway  cases,*  and  that 
of  Mr.  Justice  FrrzoERALD  in  the  Longford  case.t  leave  nothing 
to  be  said  as  to  the  law  of  the  matter." 

As  to  undue  influence,  he  said  : — "  Mr.  Fitzgibbon  referred  me 
to  the  Stafford  case,!  in  which  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  lays  down 
the  law  with  respect  to  the  two  kinds  of  intimidation  which  are 
to  be  carefully  distinguished  from  each  other.  One  is  general 
intimidation  not  brought  home  to  the  candidate  or  his  agents, 
which,  although  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  may  defeat  an 
election ;  the  other  kind  is  intimidation  brought  home  to  the 
candidate  and  his  agents." 

Costs  followed  the  event. 


•  VoL  L  p.  305,  and  ante,  p.  57. 

X  Vol  l  pp.  229,  234. 


t  Ante,  p.  14. 


CASE  XXXIII. 

BOROUGH   OF  DROGHEDA. 

BfiFOBE  Mr.  Justice  Barrt,  May  29,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Morton  and  others. 

Respondents :  Dr.  W.  H.  0*Leary,  and  Mr.  Daly,  Returning  Officer. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners :  Mr.  Heron,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Fitzgibbon,  Q.C.  ;  Mr.  Nicholls. 

Counsel  f0r  Respondent  CLeary :  Mr.  Porter,  Q.C. ;  Mr.  Boyd  ;  Mr.  Killeen. 

Counsel  for  Respondent  Daly :  Mr.  Falconer,  Q.C. 


The  petition  contained  the  usual  allegations  of  corrupt  practices, 
and  also  allegations*  as  to  the  way  in  which  the  election  was 
conducted,  and  prayed  the  seat  for  the  unsuccessful  candidate. 

Evidence  was  given  to  show  that  there  had  been  at  the  election 
an  organised  determination  between  those  who  had  the  conduct 
of  the  election  and  the  Respondent  or  his  agents  to  set  at  utter 
defiance  the  principles  of  secrecy  sought  to  be  enforced  by  the 
Ballot  Act,  and  to  carry  on  the  election  with  the  same  publicity, 
and  with  the  consequences  attendant  on  that  publicity,  as  existed 
before  the  passing  of  the  Ballot  Act ;  but  this  was  not  proved. 
What  was  actually  proved  to  have  taken  place  appears  from  the 
Special  Case. 

All  the  charges  of  corrupt  practices  were  withdrawn. 

In  the  course  of  the  case. 

It  was  proved  that  in  consequence  of  some  unforeseen  accident  Consequences 

of  not  opening 
*  The  nature  of  these  allegations  appear  from  the  Special  Case  set  out  below, 
p.  203. 


202  ELECTION  PETITIONS. 

the  poll  at  the  the  polling  stations  were  not  opened  at  the  statutory  hour  of  8 
A.M.,  and,  in  fact,  no  votes  were  (or  could  be)  received  until  8.45 
A.M.  It  was  clear  that  the  fact  of  not  opening  the  polling  stations 
until  three  quarters  of  an  hour  after  the  appointed  time  had  no 
effect  whatever  upon  the  result  of  the  election,  and  that  not  a 
single  voter  was  in  consequence  prevented  from  voting ;  in  fact,  the 
whole  constituency  was  almost  entirely  polled  out  before  the  poll 
was  closed. 

It  was  argued,  however,  by  the  Petitioners'  counsel  that  the 
mere  fact  that  the  poll  was  not  opened  at  the  statutory  time  ma 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  election  being  declared  void.  In  support 
of  this  argument  cases  were  cited*  where  elections  had  been  held 
void  in  consequence  of  the  poll  being  closed  too  soon.  The 
recent  decision  of  Grove,  J.,  in  the  Hackney  t  case  was  also  cited. 

Mr.  Justice  Barry  said  as  to  this  in  his  judgment :  "  Is  the 
election  to  be  declared  invalid  by  reason  of  the  polling  stations 
being  substantially  not  open  until  a  quarter  to  nine  o'clock? 
Being  satisfied,  as  I  am,  that  this  fact  had  not  the  remotest  effect 
upon  the  result  of  the  election;  being  satisfied  that  the  constituency 
was  polled  out,  so  to  speak,  in  a  manner,  if  not  unusual,  at  least 
remarkable ;  being  satisfied  that  no  single  voter  was  disappointed 
in  voting,  or  was  induced  or  caused  to  vote  differently  firom  what 
he  otherwise  would  have  done,  by  reason  of  this  error  of  time,  I 
will  not  declare  the  election  invalid  by  reason  of  the  irregularity 
that  the  booths  were  not  opened,  strictly  speaking,  at  eight  o'clock. 
I  think  the  cases  referred  to  by  the  Petitioners  stand  each  upon  a 
very  different  footing.  I  think  that  the  closing  of  the  booths  an 
hour  or  two  before  the  proper  time  is  a  very  different  question. 
At  all  events,  it  does  appear  to  me  that  in  all  these  eases  the 
element  of  common  sense  and  the  reason  of  the  thing  has  largely 
to  enter  into  the  consideration  of  the  tribunal." 

Subsequently  in  his  final  judgment  he  added  as  follows  as  to 
this  matter : — **  I  have  seen  a  suggestion  that  my  decision  in  this 
case  is  a  dissent  on  my  part  from  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice 
Grove  in  the  Hackney  case.  I  beg  leave  to  disclaim  any  such 
dissent.  There  is  no  resemblance  between  the  two  cases.  In 
that  case  the  most  ordinary  and  necessary  rules  of  an  election 
*  Limerick,  P.  &  K.  373  ;  Harwich,  1  P.  R.  &  D.  314.         f  Ante,  p.  81. 
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were  violated.  Of  the  41,000  electors  of  Hackney,  only  about  two- 
^ths  could  have  voted,  two  of  the  polling  places  were  closed  all 
day,  and  three  others  for  part  of  the  day.  In  that  state  of  things 
it  was  proposed  to  the  learned  Judge  that  he  should  enter  on  a 
sort  of  speculation  or  conjectural  scrutiny,  in  order  to  ascertain 
how  the  election  would  have  resulted  if  everj'thing  had  been 
regular,  and  he  most  properly  declined  such  an  inquiry.  But  in 
the  case  now  before  me,  it  was  not  proved,  it  was  not  even 
suggested,  that  a  single  voter  had  been  disappointed  in  voting  by 
reason  of  the  delay.  The  cases  where  election  committees  have 
set  aside  elections  imder  similar  circumstances  are  referred  to  in 
Bushby's  "  Election  Manual,"*  but  to  hold  an  election  void  under 
such  circimistances  as  the  present  would  be  to  put  it  in  the  power 
of  any  careless  or  corrupt  presiding  officer  in  any  one  polling 
station  to  nullify  the  solemn  act  of  the  largest  constituency  in  the 
Kingdom." 

At  the  close  of  the  Petitioner's  case  the  scrutiny  was  gone  into, 
but  the  number  of  votes  struck  off  was  not  sufficient  to  place  the 
unsuccessful  candidate  in  a  majority. 

Mr.  Justice  Barry,  in  his  judgment,  stated  that,  as  the  scrutiny 
had  failed  in  establishing  the  Petitioners'  claim  to  the  seat,  he 
should  submit  a  Special  Case  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  setting  out  the  facts  which  had  been  proved. 

The  Special  Case  was  as  follows  : — 

The  trial  of  this  election  petition  before  me  was  terminated 
yesterday,  and  I  request  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  upon  the  following  case. 

The  facts,  as  proved  in  evidence,  are,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
determination  of  the  question  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
is  requested,  to  be  assumed  to  be  as  hereinafter  stated.  At  the 
election  in  February  last  there  were  two  candidates,  Mr.  Whit- 
worth  and  Dr.  O'Leary.  Dr.  O'Leary  was  returned  by  a  majority 
of  ten,  the  numbers  being  284  and  274.  There  were  seven  polling 
stations,  viz.  the  court-house,  two  rooms  upstairs  in  the  court- 
house besides,  and  apailments  in  four  private  houses  hired  for  the 

♦  Fourth  E<litinn,  p.  70. 
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purpose.  It  is  with  reference  to  the  four  polling  stations  in  these 
private  houses  that  the  controversy  mainly  arises.  The  poIKng 
stations  were  on  the  first  or  drawing-room  floor  of  the  houses. 

This  first  floor  comprised  two  rooms,  between  which  there  was 
no  internal  commimication,  but  in  order  to  pass  from  one  to  the 
other,  a  person  should  cross  a  small  landing  upon  which  the  doors 
of  the  two  rooms  stood  at  right  angles  to,  and  at  a  small  distance 
from  each  other.  I  annex  to  this  case  four  maps  representor 
the  position  and  measurements  of  the  rooms  and  landings. 

I  visited  and  inspected  these  rooms  myself  on  two  occasions 
during  the  trial. 

The  presiding  officer,  with  the  authorised  agents,  sat  in  the 
front  room,  out  of  view  of  the  back  room  or  the  landing.  In  the 
back  room  was  placed  a  table  with  a  pencil  on  it,  upon  which  the 
voter  might  mark  his  ballot-paper.  When  the  voter  received  his 
ballot-paper  in  the  front  room  he  was  ordered  by  the  presiding 
officer  to  proceed  to  the  back  room  to  mark  his  paper.  The  voter 
having  done  so,  returned  to  the  front  room,  and  placed  his  paper 
in  the  ballot-box  there.  On  the  landing  between  the  two  rooms 
was  stationed  a  policeman,  who  was  instructed  to  prevent  more 
than  one  voter  at  a  time  from  entering  either  room,  to  prevent 
any  one  from  interfering  with  the  voter,  and  to  preserve  order; 
but  they  received  no  instructions  as  to  preventing  voters  while 
crossing  the  landing  from  showing  their  mark  on  the  ballot-paper, 
or  as  to  how  to  act  in  case  of  such  an  occurrence.  All  the 
arrangements  of,  and  respecting  the  polling  stations,  and  for  the 
conduct  of  the  election  generally,  were  made  by  the  returning 
officer  in  perfect  good  faith,  under  the  guidance  of  an  assessor, 
and  with  the  bona  fide  intention  of  acting  according  to  the  Ballot 

Act. 

A  habit  prevailed  during  the  election  of  what  was  termed 
"  bringing  up  voters,"  namely,  a  committee  man  or  other  friend 
(unpaid)  of  the  candidates,  accompanied  the  voter  up  to  the 
polling-place,  sometimes  left  the  voter  at  the  street  door,  some- 
times went  up  the  stairs  with  him,  sometimes  left  him  as  soon  as 
he  arrived  up  the  stairs,  and  sometimes  waited  imtil  he  had  voted, 
and  then  accompanied  him  away  from  the  station. 

This  habit  prevailed  at  all  the  seven  stations. 
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The  habit  of  accompanying  the  voter  up  stairs,  and  waiting 
until  he  voted,  was  more  generally  practised  by  Dr.  OXeary*s 
friends  than  by  Mr.  Whitworth's. 

This  practice,  in  my  opinion,  had  no  reference  to  the  peculiar 
arrangement  of  the  four  polling  stations  in  the  private  houses 
with  a  view  to  any  violation  of  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot,  and  was 
merely  a  following  out  of  the  old  tally -room  practice. 

The  result,  however,  of  this  practice,  and  of  the  aforesaid 
polling  arrangements,  was,  that  it  frequently  happened  that  whilst 
a  voter  in  the  act  of  voting  was  passing  from  the  front  to  the  back 
room,  and  from  the  back  to  front  room,  there  were  standing  at 
the  head  of  the  staircase,  within  a  few  feet  of  the  voter,  at  least 
three  persons,  namely,  the  policeman,  the  committee-man,  or 
friend,  who  brought  up  the  voter,  and  another  elector,  waiting  for 
his  time  to  vote. 

To  these  three  persons  the  voter,  after  marking  his  ballot- 
paper,'might,  in  walking  across  the  landing,  show  the  mark  on  liis 
ballot-paper,  and  there  was  nothing  to  check  or  prevent  his  doing 
so,  unless  the  policeman  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  thought 
proper  to  do  so,  by  reporting  the  matter  to  the  presiding  officer, 
or  by  some  other  means. 

No  evidence  whatever  was  given  that  on  any  occasion  the  mark 
on  the  paper  was  so  shown  to,  or  seen  by,  any  of  the  said  persons, 
and  on  the  evidence  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  mark  was  so  shown 
or  seen. 

On  one  occasion  a  voter  was  brought  to  the  station  by  one  of 
Dr.  0*Leary's  committee-men,  and  having  gone  into  the  front 
room,  came  out  with  his  ballot-paper  whilst  these  were  on  the 
landing  or  stairs,  viz.  the  policeman, the  said  committee-man,  and 
a  respectable  gentleman,  avowedly  a  sympathiser  with  Mr.  Whit- 
worth,  waiting  to  vote.  The  voter,  without  addressing  himself  to 
any  one  of  them  in  particular,  asked  what  he  was  to  do  with  the 
paper,  the  said  committee-man  replied,  "You  have  to  go  into  that 
room  '*  (pointing  to  the  back  room)  "  and  mark  the  paper  as  you 
liave  been  told,  or  as  it  has  been  shown,"  refeiring  either  to  the 
directions  given  in  the  front  room  by  the  presiding  officer,  or  to 
some  instructions  previously  given  to  the  voters  as  to  the  mode  of 
voting.     On  another  occasion  a  voter,  having  come  out  of  the 
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front  room  with  his  paper,  asked  a  policeman,  in  the  presence  of 
a  third  person,  how  he  was  to  put  his  mark  on  the  paper,  and  the 
policeman  refused  to  give  him  any  information,  and  referred  him 
to  the  person  in  the  front  room.  On  one  or  two  occasions  the 
voter  was  coming  out  of  the  back  room  without  folding  his  paper, 
and  the  policeman,  without  seeing  the  mark,  directed  him  to  fold 
it. 

On  one  of  these  occasions  the  voter  passed  into  the  front  room 
without  having  folded  the  paper,  and  the  policeman  heard  the 
presiding  oflBcer  in  the  front  room  desire  the  voter  to  fold  it;  but 
the  mark  was  not  seen  by  the  policeman  or  any  one  outside  the 
front  room  ;  whether  or  not  it  was  seen  by  any  person  inside,  did 
not  appeal'. 

In  the  early  part  of  the  day,  in  one  of  the  back  rooms,  the  table 
was  so  placed  that  the  voter  might  possibly,  by  pre-arrangement 
with  a  person  outside  on  the  landing,  or  from  carelessness,  stand 
in  such  a  position  while  marking  his  paper  as  to  permit  such 
person  to  see  the  mark,  but,  having  twice  carefully  inspected  the 
locality,  I  think  such  an  occurrence  extremely  improbable,  and  I 
am,  on  the  evidence,  of  opinion  that  it  did  not  occur. 

On  one  occasion  the  voter,  having  marked  his  paper  in  the  back 
room,  left  it  there  on  the  table,  and  was  proceeding  down  stairs, 
when  the  policeman  asked  him  what  he  had  done  with  his  paper, 
and  the  voter  replied  that  he  had  left  it  inside  in  the  back  room, 
apparently  under  the  impression  that  such  was  the  proper  mode 
of  voting. 

Neither  the  high  sheriif,  the  sub-sheriff,  the  resident  magistrate 
in  charge,  nor  any  of  the  policemen,  took  declarations  of  secrecy; 
but  there  was  no  reason  whatever  to  believe  that  this  circumstance 
led  to  any  infringement  of  the  secrecy  of  the  ballot. 

The  resident  magistrate  on  one  occasion  went  into  one  of  the 
polling  stations  (the  court-house)  in  order  to  see  the  arrangements, 
not  being  aware  that  there  was  at  the  time  an  illiterate  voter  in 
the  act  of  voting  there. 

The  resident  magistrate  was  accompanied  by  the  high  sheriff, 
and  the  sub-sheriff  was  also  there,  and  all  three  overheard  the 
illiterate  voter  recording  his  vote  for  Dr.  O'lieaiy. 

The  policeman  on  duty  in  the  lower  j^ai't  of  the  court-house, 
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although  a  considerable  distance  from  the  presiding  officer,  over- 
heard three  illiterate  voters,  who  spoke  very  loud,  naming  the 
candidates  for  whom  they  voted ;  two  voted  for  O'Leary,  and  one 
for  Whitworth. 

This  last-mentioned  matter  is  not  stated  or  complained  of  in 
the  petition  to  which  I  refer.  It  appeared  to  me  that  the  election 
was  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
body  of  the  Ballot  Act,  1872,  unless  the  matters  hereinbefore 
stated,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  be  infringements,  or  an  infringe- 
ment, departures,  or  a  departure,  from  these  principles ;  and  it 
appeared  to  me  that  so  far  as  the  matters  hereinbefore  stated,  or 
any  of  them,  are  or  is  a  non-compliance  with  the  rales  contained 
in  the  first  schedule  of  the  said  Act,  such  non-compliance  did  not 
affect  the  result  of  the  election. 

1  request  the  opinion  of  the  court  whether  under  these  circum- 
stances the  election  should  be  declared  invalid. 

The  special  case  was  argued  before  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,*  but,  as  the  court  was  equally  divided  in  oi)inion,  no 
decision  was  pronounced,  and  the  case  was  sent  back  to  Mr. 
Justice  Barry,  endorsed  as  follows  : — **  The  special  case  reserved 
by  Mr.  Justice  Barry  stating  certain  questions  of  law  for  the 
opinion  and  determination  of  the  court  in  this  election  petition 
matter  having  come  on  for  argument  to-day,  on  hearing  counsel 
.  .  for  the  Petitioner  .  .  .  and  Respondent,  the  couil 
being  equally  divided  in  opinion,  pronounce  no  decision." 

Mr.  Justice  Barry,  in  his  final  judgment,  declared  the  Respon- 
dent dulv  elected. 

After  recapitulating  the  facts  as  set  out  in  the  special  case  he 
said  as  follows : — 

**Such   being  the    result  of    the    evidence,   Mr.  Fitzgibbon,  Point  of  law 
for  the  Petitioners,  contended,  in  his  reply,  that  the   election  Court  but  not 
was  void  on  two  grounds  :  (1)  That  the  adoption  of  a  second  ^®^*^®^- 
room  for  the  purpose  of  marking  the  ballot-papers  was  in  itself 
a  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  Ballot  Act,  which,  he  contended, 

♦  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  June  6, 1874,  but  no  report 
of  the  ca«e  has  as  yet  appeared  in  the  Irish  Law  Reports. 

Q  2 
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required  all  the  operations  of  voting  to  take  place  in  the  one 
apartment ;    and  (2)   That  the  facilities  afforded  to  the  elector 
while  passing  from  one  room  to  the  other  to  show  his  ballot- 
paper   was   a  fatal   departure  from  the   principles  of  the   Act 
These  points  I  submitted  for  the  determination  of  the   Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  because  I  thought  that  a  question  of  such 
importance  on  the  principle   and  working  of  this  new  Act  of 
Parliament   ought  to  be  decided   by  the   highest   court  in  the 
country.     The  result,  we  all  know  now,  has  been  that  the  court 
was  equally  divided.     But  now  remains  the  question,  What  is  to 
be  the  result  of  this  state  of  things  ?     Taking  the  endorsement 
on  the  case  which  was  made  by  order  of  the  Court  in  connection 
with  the  language  of  at  least  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  it  seems  to  be  taken  for  granted  by  that  Court 
that  the  result  of  their  division  in  opinion  is  to  discharge  them 
from  the  duty  of  determining  the  question  submitted  to  them,  and 
that  the  case  reverts  to  me  for  my  independent  decision,  as  if  it 
had  never  been  submitted  to  that  Court.     One  thing  is  certainly 
clear,  that  I  am  not  in  the  position  of  a  fifth  judge  of  that  Court, 
whose  opinion  would  constitute  him  a  judicial  majority.     But  is 
it  clear  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  not  bound  to  deter- 
mine the  case  one  way  or  another,  and  furnish  me  with  that 
determination  ?     Does  the  case  revert  to  me  for  my  independent 
decision  ?     If  it  does,  the  result   is  certainly  curious  and  un- 
paralleled.  A  Supreme  Court  is  provided  for  the  "  determination  " 
of  legal  questions  which  may  be  deemed  by  the  single  judge  at 
the  trial  too  doubtful  and  important  for  his  single  decision.    A 
question  is  reserved  by  a  judge  for  the  **  determination  "  of  this 
Sui)reme  Court,  and  the  result  is  that  this  supreme  tribunal  in- 
forms the  judge  who  has  invoked  their  judgment  that  the  case  is  so 
doubtful  and  perplexing  that  they  are  divided  in  opinion,  and  can 
arrive  at  no  conclusion,  and  that  he  must  therefore  decide  the 
matter  for  himself  as  best  he  can.     A  more  singular  transmutation 
of  judicial  positions  can  scarcely  be  imagined.     But  is  the  Legis- 
lature really  responsible  for  such  an  anomal}'  ?    By  sect.  11  of  the 
Parliamentary  Elections  Act,  1868,  the  judge,  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  trial,  is  to  certify  to  the  House  of  Conmions  his  determination; 
but  under  sect.  12  he  has  power,  if  he  pleases,  to  *  postpone  the 
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planting  of  the  said  certificate,'  and  to  reserve  a  question  of  law 
or  the  Court.  Now  it  is  to  be  observed  that  this  section  does  not, 
Q  terms  at  least,  give  the  judge  a  power  to  adjourn  the  trial,  in 
►rder  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  some  incidental 
[uestion,  and  having  obtained  that  opinion,  then  to  resume  the 
Qquiry.  His  power,  as  expressed  in  terms,  is  to  postpone  that 
irhich  takes  place  after  the  trial  is  concluded,  namely,  the  granting 
>f  the  certificate.  And  it  thus  may  be  well  argued  that  the  only 
eservation  contemplated  by  the  statute,  is  the  reservation  for  the 
determination '  by  the  Court  of  some  question  upon  the  deter- 
oination  of  which  the  nature  and  efiect  of  the  judge's  certificate 
o  the  Speaker  must  absolutely  and  conclusively  depend.  And  if 
his  be  so,  and  if  the  equal  division  of  the  Court  is  to  be  regarded 
.8  no  '  determination '  at  all,  and  if  the  difficulty  be  not  solved  as 
n  cases  of  demurrer  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  junior  judge,  then 
he  granting  of  the  certificate  being  postponed  until  the  *  deter- 
oination '  of  the  question  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  w^hich 
s  never  to  happen,  it  may  be  contended  that  the  ludicrous  result 
iTould  ensue,  that  the  whole  proceedings  are  indefinitely  suspended, 
Lnd  the  decision  of  the  case  postponed  sine  die.  The  possibility 
>f  such  a  contention  could  be  avoided,  and  full  effect  given  to  the 
tatute,  either  by  the  withdrawal  of  one  judge,  or  by  holding  the 
iffect  of  an  equal  division  of  the  judges  to  be  the  same  as  the 
iffect  of  a  similar  division,  in  other  cases  where  the  action  of  an 
nferior  tribunal  is  submitted  to  the  review  of  an  appellate  or 
sorrectional  tribunal  consisting  of  an  even  number  of  judges  ; 
ehich  effect  is  that  the  act  of  the  inferior  tribunal  is  deemed  to 
itand  affirmed.  For  example  :  during  the  last  term,  a  case  came 
»efore  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  where,  under  a  ver}^  useful 
mt  obscurely  worded  statute,  one  of  the  divisional  magistrates 
nade  a  conviction,  but  reserved,  by  way  of  case  stated,  the  question 
>f  the  legality  of  that  conviction  for  the  Court.  The  judges  were 
jqually  divided,  and  the  conviction  stood  affirmed.  So,  in  a  recent 
tase,  in  one  of  the  other  courts,  a  question  arising  on  a  civil  bill 
ippeal  was  reserved  (by  way  of  case  stated  under  the  statute)  by 
he  appeal  judge  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  The  judges  were 
jqually  divided,  and  the  decision  of  the  recorder,  or  chairman, 
;tood  affirmed.     And  if,  under  the  11th  section  of  this  Parlia- 
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nientaiy  Elections  Act,  the  parties  themselves  were,  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court,  to  state  a  special  case,  if  the  Court  were 
equally  divided,  I  apprehend  the  result  would  be  either  that  the 
election  would  be  declared  valid,  or  a  determination  would  be 
arrived  at  by  the  withdrawal  of  a  judge.  It  is  difficult  to  see  any 
valid  reason  in  substance  why  the  same  result  ought  not  to  follow, 
or  the  same  course  to  be  adopted  in  the  present  case.  The  hfi 
that  the  question  was  reserved  by  the  judge  at  the  trial,  is  really 
only  a  distinction  without  a  difference,  or  if  it  makes  any  difference 
it  affords  an  additional  reason  why  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
should,  in  some  way  or  other,  determine  the  question ;  so  that 
the  anomaly  of  one  judge  sitting  to  criticise  and  review  the  con- 
clusions of  the  four  judges  to  whom  he  appealed  for  guidance 
would  be  avoided, 

*'  However,  I  do  not  mean  to  give  any  opinion  on  this  subject, 
or  to  decide  this  case  upon  such  considerations.  I  shall  assume 
that  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  have  actually  in 
point  of  law,  and  in  point  of  fact,  failed  to  do  that  which  the 
statute  contemplated,  and  as  it  would  seem,  required  that  they 
should  do,  namely,  to  *  determine  *  the  question,  *  was  this  a  valid 
election  ?'  I  shall  assume  that  the  opinions  of  the  judges  are  to 
be  regarded  as  merely  abstract  opinions  devoid  of  any  adjudicatire 
efficacy,  and  that  the  question  to  be  decided,  as  it  is  said,  'reverts' 
to  me.  It  seems  to  me  that  my  course  is  clear  and  simple.  The 
election,  as  I  have  said,  was  pure  and  free.  I  am  bound  upon  the 
evidence  to  assume,  and  I  do  assume,  that  the  election  of  the 
sitting  member  was  the  result  of  the  choice  of  the  electors  honestly 
and  fairly  exercised,  and  in  effect,  with  all  the  secrecy  of  the 
ballot ;  for  in  no  one  instance  was  a  ballot-paper  sho\^Ti  to  or  seen 
by  an  unauthorised  person.  In  an}i,liing  that  has  occurred,  the 
sitting  member,  his  agents,  and  his  friends  are  wholly  free  from 
blame.  He  and  they  had  no  control  whatever  over  the  arrange- 
ments made  by  the  sheriff.  There  was  evidence  in  the  case  that 
his  conducting  agent  disapproved  of  them.  And  the  question  for 
me  is,  am  I,  imder  these-  circumstances,  to  unseat  this  member, 
and  declare  this  election  void,  for  the  mere  act  of  the  returning 
officer ;  an  act  for  which  the  member,  and  his  friends,  and  the 
electors  are  iiTesponsible  ;  an  act  which  was  the  result  of  a  mere 
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error  of  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  returning  oflBcer ;  an  act  by 
which  the  result  of  the  election  was  in  no  degi'ee  aflfected ;  an  act, 
no  doubt  alleged  to  be  illegal,  but  of  which  the  illegality  is  so 
doubtful,  that  the  judicial  mind  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
constituted  as  that  Court  is  of  men  of  conspicuous  ability  and 
experience,  has,  after  full  argument  and  consideration,  failed  to 
ascertain  its  existence. 

"  In  a  case  in  England,*  where  it  was  sought  to  avoid  an 
election,  on  the  ground  of  irregularity  or  illegality  in  the  taking 
of  the  poll  at  one  of  the  booths,  that  able  and  experienced  judge, 
Baron  Martin,  in  giving  judgment,  said:  'I  adhere  to  what  Mr. 
Justice  Willes  said  at  Lichfield,  that  a  judge,  to  upset  an  election, 
ought  to  be  satisfied  beyond  all  doubt  that  tlie  election  was  void, 
and  that  the  return  of  a  member  is  a  serious  matter,  and  not  to 
be  lightly  set  aside.*  The  question  raised  in  that  case  may  not 
be  precisely  of  the  same  character  as  the  question  raised  here,  but 
the  rule  laid  down  by  that  eminent  judge  seems  to  me  to  be 
consonant  with  justice  and  with  common  sense,  and  to  be  one  of 
general  application.  Appl3n[ng,  then,  that  rule  so  laid  down  by 
Mr.  Baron  Martin,  I  decline  to  say  that  I  am  satisfied  that  this 
election  is  void,  which  election  two  judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  have,  after  argument  in  the  full  Court,  declared  to  be  valid. 
I  therefore  decide  and  determine  that  the  sitting  member.  Dr. 
O'Leary,  was  duly  elected  for  the  borough  of  Drogheda,  and  I 
shall  so  certify  to  the  Speaker.*' 

As  to  costs  he  said: — **I  think  it  is  a  good  general  rule  that  Costa, 
the  party  who  is  successful  should  be  indemnified  as  to  costs  by 
his  unsuccessful  adversary,  or,  in  a  case  like  thi^,  by  the  person 
whose  act  has  rendered  necessary  the  litigation,  and,  in  that  view, 
I  should  have  had  to  consider  whether  I  should  visit  the  costs  of 
the  petition  on  the  returning  oflBcer  or  on  the  Petitioner,  or  on 
both.  However,  having  regard  to  the  novelty  of  the  question 
here  raised,  to  the  fact  that  the  returning  oflBcer  acted  bona  fide, 
and  especially  to  the  precedent  furnished  to  me  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  the  Athlone  case,t  I  shall  not  adopt  that  course. 
In  that  case  the  petition  was  rendered  necessary  by  a  decision  of 

*  Warrington,  vol.  I  44,  t  Ante,  p.  190. 
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the  sheriff  respecting  some  baUot-papers,  which  decision  was  over- 
ruled by  the  Court ;  but  the  Court  having  regard,  as  I  understand, 
to  the  bona  fides  of  the  sheriff,  and  to  the  fact  that  the  unsuccess- 
ful candidate  was  seeking  to  maintain  the  ruling  in  his  favour  of 
the  Court  below,  resolved  that  all  parties  should  bear  their  own 
costs.  It  seems  to  me  that,  having  regard  to  the  division  of 
opinion  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  this  case  is  one  Afortim 
for  the  adoption  of  a  similar  rule,  and,  therefore,  I  declare  that 
the  parties  shall  abide  their  own  costs." 


CASE  XXXIV. 

COUNTY   OF   RENFKEW. 

Before  Lord  Ormidale,  April  6,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Charles  Edward  Irvin  and  James  Macgregor. 

Respondent :  Colonel  Mure. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners:  The  Solicitor-General ;  Mr.  Macdonald. 

Agent :  Mr.  John  Walker. 

Counsel  for  Bespondent:  The  Dean  of  Faculty ;  Mr.  Balfour. 
Agents :  Messrs.  Morton,  Neilson,  and  Smart ;  Mr.  James  Macdonald. 

Counsel  for  Returning  Officer:  Mr.  Burnet. 

Agent :  Mr.  John  Galletly. 


The  petition  craved  the  Court  to  order  the  ballot-papers  to  be 
recounted,  so  that  the  correct  numbers  voting  for  each  candidate 
may  be  ascertained,  and  that  it  may  be  determined  that  the 
Respondent  was  not  duly  elected  or  returned,  and  that  Colonel 
Campbell  was  duly  elected,  and  ought  to  have  been  returned.* 

As  soon  as  the  Court  was  opened, 

Mr,  William  Hector,  the  sheritf-clerk,  was  sworn,  and  produced 
the  counted  ballot-papers. 

*  A  note  was  presented  by  the  Bespondent  against  this  petition  to  the  Court 
of  Session,  craving  the  Court  to  dismiss  it  as  irrelevant,  and  as  containing  a 
prayer  not  warranted  either  by  the  ParL  EL  Act,  1868,  the  Ballot  Act,  1872, 
or  any  other  statute,  law,  or  practice.  The  judges,  however,  were  unanimously 
of  opinion  that  the  note  of  objections  should  be  refused,  and  that  the  petition 
should  he  allowed  to  proceed,  the  expenses  of  the  application  to  be  borne  by 
the  Petitioners. — Times  newspaper,  Mar.  13, 1874. 
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Eight  enumerators  were  then  sworn,  and  proceeded  to  separate 
and  count  the  ballot-papers. 

After  the  counting  was  concluded, 

Lord  Orahdale  said,  "  The  enumerators  have  handed  to  me 
twenty-two  ballot-papers  which  are  not  marked  in  strict  conformity 
with  the  form  which  is  given  in  the  statute ;  eight  of  these  are  for 
the  Respondent,  and  fourteen  for  Colonel  Campbell,  the  unsuc- 
cessful candidate.  The  admission  or  rejection  of  these,  however, 
does  not  affect  the  result.  Throwing  them  aside  there  is  a 
majority  of  ninety-seven  for  the  Respondent.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  they  are  counted  there  is  still  a  majority  of  ninety-one.  In 
that  state  of  matters  I  presume  that  no  question  will  be  raised  as 
to  these  papers. 

The  Solicitor-General. — No,  my  Lord;  I  raise  no  question. 

Lord  ORMiDALE.-^Then  counting  them  all,  there  are  1,990  for 
Colonel  Mure,  and  1,899  for  Colonel  Campbell,  making  a  majority 
of  ninety-one  for  Colonel  Mure.  I  have,  therefore,  to  declare  that 
Colonel  Mure  has  been  duly  elected  and  returned,  and  I  shall 
certify  that  to  the  Speaker. 

CostB.  Costs  followed  the  event. 


CASE  XXXV. 

DISTKICT   BUKGH  OF   WIGTOWN. 

Before  Lord  Ormidale,  April  6,  1874. 


Petitioners :  Andrew  Haswell  and  Robert  Jamieson. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Mark  John  Stewart. 

Counsel  for  Petitioners :  The  Dean  of  Faculty  ;  Mr.  Balfour. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Gibeon-Craig,  Dalziel,  and  Brodies. 

Counsel  far  Respondent :  The  Solicitor-Qeneral ;  Mr.  Macdonald. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Tody,  Murray,  and  Jamieson. 


The  petition,  after  stating  that  the  returning  ofl&cer  had 
returned  the  Respondent  as  being  duly  elected  by  a  majority 
of  two  votes,  the  numbers  reported  by  the  returning  officer  being 
522  for  the  Bespondent  and  520  for  the  imsuccessful  candidate, 
the  Right  Hon.  George  Young,  alleged  that  the  return  of  the 
Respondent  was  undue  and  erroneous  and  that  **  the  said  number 
of  522  votes  reported  by  the  returning  officer  as  given  for  the 
Respondent  was  arrived  at  by  coimting  as  good  votes  a  large 
number  of  votes  which  ought  not  to  have  been  counted,  but 
ought  to  have  been  rejected  as  not  being  in  terms  of  the  Ballot 
Act,  1872,  by  reason 

(1).  Of  the  ballot-papers  so  counted  not  being  marked  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Ballot  Act,  1872. 

(2).  Of  their  containing   writings  or  marks  by  which  the 
votes  could  be  identified. 

(3).  Of  their  being  unmai'ked  or  void  from  uncertainty." 
And  the  petition  fortlier   alleged  that  the   said  Right  Hon. 
George  Young   had  since   the  date   of  the   said  election  been 
appointed  and  had  taken  his  seat  as  one  of  the  Lords  of  the 
Session. 
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And  the  petition  prayed  that  it  might  be  determined  "  that  the 
Respondent  was  not  duly  elected  on  retmTi,  and  that  his  election 
and  return  were  and  are  wholly  null  and  void,  but  that  the  said 
Right  Hon.  George  Young  was  duly  elected,  and  ought  to  have 
been  returned  as  member  of  Parliament  for  the  said  Wigto^ii 
district  of  burghs,  and  that  the  place  of  member  of  ParUament 
for  the  said  Wigtown  district  of  burghs  is  now  vacant ;  or  to  do 
otherwise  in  the  premises  as  to  your  lordships  shall  seem  proper." 

As  to  this  petition  the  Respondent  seht  to  the  Lord  President 
of  the  second  division  of  the  Court  of  Session  a  "note,"  denying 
the  allegations  in  the  petition. 


Rejection  of 
ballot  papers 
from  want  of 
official  mark.  * 


After  the  proceedings  had  been  opened 

The  Dean  of  Faculty  for  the  Petitioner  objected  to  the  ballot 
papers  numbered  701, 1,307,  on  the  ground  that  they  did  not  bear 
the  official  mark  as  required  by  the  Ballot  Act,  s.  2. 

Lord  Ormidale  : — It  has  not  been  said  by  the  Solicitor- 
General  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  that  papers  701  and  1,807 
bear  any  indication  by  mark  or  otherwise  of  a  stamp  having 
touched  them,  and  upon  examining  them  I  cannot  find  that  there 
is  any  mark  upon  them.  I  therefore  have  no  alternative  but  to 
hold  that  they  ought  not  to  have  been  coimted,  and  that  they 
must  now  be  rejected.  I  apprehend  that  tliere  must  have  been 
an  omission  in  the  hurry  of  the  proceedings  to  apply  the  official 
mark.  No  doubt  this  is  a  hardship  upon  the  voter  in  one  sense, 
but  in  the  "directions  as  to  voting**  wliich  was  put  up  in  con- 
spicuous places  at  the  polling  booths  reference  is  made  to  the 
official  mark,  and  the  voter  has  a  particular  duty  to  perform  in 
reference  to  it,  that  is  to  say,  he  must  fold  up  the  ballot-paper  so 
as  to  show  the  official  mark  on  the  back.  Therefore  his  attention 
is  directed  to  that  matter,  and  it  is  his  own  fault  if  he  does  not 
see  that  the  mark  is  upon  his  voting  paper. 


Eejection  of  Mr.  Mocdottald,  for  the  Respondent,  objected  to  ballot-paper 

wtich  h^any-  911  on  the  ground  that  it  bore  the  name  A.  C.  Allan,  clothier, 

♦  As  to  this,  see  Pickering  u.  James,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  489. 
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and  thas  afforded  means  of  identification.     It  appeared  that  the  thing  written 
voter  numbered  911  on  the  register  was  not  named  A.  C.  Allan, 

Lord  Ormidale  said  as  to  this:  "  The  construction  which  I  am 
disposed  to  put  on  the  statute  *  is  that  this  name  which  has  been 
written  on  the  ballot-paper  might  lead  to  the  identification  of  the 
voter.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  statute  does  not  contemplate 
that  there  should  be  an  investigation  at  the  time,  or  that  the 
presiding  officer  was  bound  to  inquire  or  to  know  anything  about 
the  name.  It  should  have  been  enough  for  him  that  there  was  a 
name  put  on  the  voting  paper  which  might  lead  to  the  identifica- 
tion of  the  voter  afterwards.  Therefore  I  must  sustain  this 
objection. 

The  Dean  of  Faculty  objected  to   ballot-paper  596,  on  the  Objection  to 
ground  that  it  had  a  mark  at  the  side  of  the  cross,  and  172  on  ^^  tUe^tmd 
the  ground  that  the  cross  was  made  in  a  peculiar  manner :  he  ?^  *^5'****i\*'y  **' 

^  ^  ^  identification. 

submitted  that  in  both  these  cases  the  voters  might  be  identified. 
Lord  Ormidale  : — I  tliink  it  would  be  too  critical  to  hold 
that  what  is  objected  to  in  these  cases  was  a  concerted  or  a 
designed  proceeding  for  the  purpose  of  identification  afterwards. 
I  therefore  hold  that  these  two  papers  are  good  voting  papers  for 
the  Respondent. 

Objections  were  also  taken  both  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner 
and  the  Respondent  to  a  number  of  other  votes,  and  with  regard 
to  eleven  of  the  ballot-papers  objected  to  by  the  Petitioner  and 
eight  objected  to  by  the  Respondent  a  special  case  was  drawn  up 
and  submitted  to  the  second  division  of  the  Court  of  Session. 

This  special  case,  after  stating  the  grounds  of  the  petition  and 
the  result  of  the  trial,  went  on  as  follows  : — 

VIII.  The  following  are  shortly  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
said  eleven  objections  for  the  Petitioners  are  rested  : — 

(1)+.  The  ballot-papers  Nos.  64  and  1,146  are  objected  to  as 
not  marked  with  a  cross  in  terms  of  the  Ballot  Act, 

♦  Ballot  Act,  1872,  Sch.  2.  Form  of  directions  for  guidance  of  voters  enacts 
that,  "  if  the  voter  places  any  mark  upon  the  paper  by  which  he  may  l)e  after- 
wards identified  his  ballot-paper  will  be  void,  and  will  not  be  counted." 

t  This  objection  was  not  sustained. 
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1872,  and  relative  schedules,  and  as  containing  marb 
whereby  the  voters  could  be  identified. 
(2).*  No.  67  is  objected  to,  because,  instead  of  being  marked 
with  a  single  cross  to  the  right  of  the  candidate's  name, 
it  is  marked  with  two  crosses,  neither  being  in  the 
proper  place,  but  one  diagonally  before  the  name  to 
the  right  and  the  other  diagonally  below  the  name  to 
the  left,  and  is  so  marked  that  the  voter  could  be 
identified. 

(3).*  No.  634  is  objected  to,  as  not  being  marked  with  a  cross 
at  all,  but  with  a  single  stroke,  whereby  the  voter  could 
be  identified. 

(4).+  No.  143  is  objected  to  because  not  marked  with  a  cross 
at  the  right  hand  of  the  candidate's  name  and  outwith 
the  space  for  the  candidate's  name,  and  void  from  un- 
certainty, but  with  a  cross  above  the  name,  and  as 
being  so  marked  that  the  voter  could  be  identified. 

(5).t  No*  61  is  objected  to  because  not  marked  with  a  cross 
on  the  right  of  the  candidate's  name,  and  because  the 
only  mark  on  the  paper  is  a  mark,  not  a  cross,  to  the 
left  of  and  outwith  the  space  for  the  candidate's  name, 
wherebv  the  voter  could  be  identified. 

(6).t  No.  402  is  objected  to  because  not  marked  with  a  cross 
on  the  right  of  the  candidate's  name,  but  with  a  cross 
below  the  name  whereby  the  voter  could  be  identified. 

(7).*  Nos.  1,039  and  277  are  objected  to  because  not  marked 
with  a  cross  on  the  right  of  the  candidate's  name,  but 
only  with  crosses  or  marks  on  the  left  of  the  name, 
whereby  the  voter  could  be  identified.     And, 

(8).t  Nos.  840  and  922  are  objected  to  because  not  marked 

with  the  materials  provided  by  the  returning  oflicer, 

viz.,    black   lead  pencils,  but  with  ink,  whereby  the 

votes  could  be  identified. 

IX.  The  following  are  shortly  the  grounds  upon  which  the 

eight  objections  stated  for  the  Respondent  are  maintained  : — 

♦  This  objection  was  sustiiined  by  the  majority  of  the  Court. 

t  This  objection  was  not  sustained. 

J  Tliis  oltjortion  was  unanininu^ly  siij^tained. 
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(1).*  The  ballot-papers  Nos.  35,  37,  and  1,160  are  objected 
to  as  not  marked  with  a  cross  in  terms  of  the  Ballot 
Act,  1872,  and  relative  schedules,  and  as  containing 
marks  whereby  the  voters  could  be  identified. 

(2).t  No.  468  is  objected  to,  because,  instead  of  being 
marked  with  a  cross  to  the  right  of  the  candidate's 
name,  it  is  marked  (1)  with  a  cross  containing  marks 
whereby  the  voter  could  be  identified ;  (2)  the  cross  is 
not  placed  in  the  proper  place,  but  above  and  over  the 
candidate's  name ;  (8)  there  are  two  parallel  strokes 
drawn  on  the  back  of  the  voting  paper  in  the  corre- 
sponding place  to  the  left  of  and  over  the  candidate's 
name,  as  the  cross  to  the  right,  whereby  the  voter 
could  be  identified. 

(3). J  No.  643  is  objected  to  as  being  marked  with  an  angular 
stroke  opposite  the  cross  to  the  right  of  the  candidate's 
name,  whereby  the  voter  could  be  identified. 

(4). J  No.  460  is  objected  to  because  not  marked  with  a  cross 
to  the  right  of  the  candidate's  name,  and  because  there 
is  a  cross  to  the  left  of  and  imder  the  candidate's 
name,  whereby  the  voter  could  be  identified. 

(5).*  No.  556  is  objected  to  because  it  is  not  a  ballot-paper 
as  issued  by  the  presiding  officers,  and  even  if  it  is  a 
ballot-paper,  it  is  mutilated  so  that  the  voter  could  be 
identified. 

(6).*  No.  814  is  objected  to  because  not  marked  with  the 
materiids  provided  by  the  returning  officer,  viz.  black- 
lead  pencils,  but  with  ink,  whereby  the  voter  could  be 
identified. 

The  question  of  law  for  the  determination  of  the  Court  was, 
Whether  the   above-mentioned   ballot-papers  to  which  objec- 
tions have  been  stated,  or  any,  and  if  any,  which  of  them,  are,  in 
respect  of  said  objections,  invalid,  and  ought  not  to  have  been 
counted. 

♦  This  objection  was  not  sustained. 

t  This  objection  was  unanimously  sustained. 

X  This  objection  was  nustaiiied  by  the  majority  of  the  Court. 
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In  reply  to  these  questions  the  following  judgments  were 
delivered : — 

Lord  Neaves.]  The  questions  here  raised  are  important  and 
delicate  on  this  account  in  particular,  namely,  that  while  a  certain 
form  of  exercising  the  franchise  is  pointed  out  in  the  statute  on 
the  subject,  some  deviations  from  the  strict  letter  of  the  direc- 
tions therein  contained  may  be  so  trifling  as  to  be  immaterial, 
while  others  may  be  more  serious,  and  thus  may  be  fatal.  The 
merits  of  each  vote,  therefore,  may  turn  on  questions  of  degree, 
which  it  is  always  difficult  to  distinguish,  as  the  one  class  may 
run  almost  imperceptibly  into  the  other.  This  is  the  old  puzzle 
as  to  how  many  grains  of  com  make  a  heap,  or  at  what  stage  a 
little  thing  grows  into  a  big  one. 

In  this  state  of  matters  the  important  point  is  to  look  to  the 
great  objects  and  principles  of  the  statute,  and  to  take  care  that 
we  do  everything  necessary  to  follow  these  out,  and  nothing  that 
can  defeat  or  endanger  them. 

The  great  object  in  view,  I  take  it,  in  the  Ballot  Act  is  the 
double  result  of  facility  in  the  exercise  of  the  franchise  and  perfect 
secrecy  as  to  the  vote  of  individual  voters.     This  double  purpose 
is  by  the  Act  sought  to  be  accomplished  by  not  allowing  a  vote 
to  be  given  vivd  voce,  as  it  used  to  be,  nor  in  writing  (properly 
speaking),  in  either  of  which  cases  secrecy  would  be  impossible, 
or  would  be  impeiilled,  for  by  writing,  though  not  setting  forth 
the   writer's  name,   yet  through   the   comparatio   literarum  the 
writer  might  be  discovered.     Nor  would  it  have  done,  perhaps, 
to  leave  the  voter  to  put  any  mark  he  pleased  to  show  the  candi- 
date for  whom  he  voted.     A  mark  has  been  pointed  out  and  repre- 
sented in  the  statutory  directions,  that  of  a  cross,  thus  x  .     It  is, 
I  think,  a  mark  well  devised  for  the  purpose,  easy  of  execution 
by  men  of  the  most  moderate  intelligence,  and  at  the  same  time 
perfectly  neutral  in  its  character,  so  as  to  be  practically  incapable 
of  betrapng  its  authorship  by  its  appearance.      I  think  it  is 
scarcely  possible  that  a    ballot-paper  strictly  in  terms  of  the 
statute  should  lead  to  the  voter's  identification,  one  man's  cross 
being  in  general  undistinguishable  from  anotlier  man's. 

In  these  circumstances,  I  think  it  essential  to  a  good  vote  that 
the  voter  shouhl  make  the  cross  thus  pointed  out,  and  that  anj 
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mark  materially  different  would  be  a  deviation  from  what  is  pre- 
scribed, and  a  failure  to  fulfil  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 
For  anyone  to  put,  instead  of  a  cross,  a  circle  or  an  oval,  or  any 
other  geometrical  or  anomalous  figure,  would  not  be  a  com- 
pliance with  the  law,  independently  of  the  consideration  that 
such  a  plain  and  wilful  departure  from  what  was  intended  would 
suggest  strongly  the  suspicion  that  some  sinister  purpose  was 
intended. 

In  one  of  the  votes  before  us,  being,  I  think.  No.  634,  there  is 
no  cross,  or  attempt  at  a  cross,  but  merely  an  oblique  straight 
line.  I  think  that  the  voter  who  made  this  mark  has  not  exer- 
cised his  franchise  under  the  Ballot  Act,  and  that  his  ballot 
paper  ought  not  to  have  been  counted. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  ballot-papers  in  which  a  cross  is 
made,  or  attempted  to  be  made,  but  is  not  very  well  made ; 
whether  from  unsteadiness  of  hand,  or  accidental  disturbance, 
the  cross  lines  are  not  clear  or  steady,  but  somewhat  shaky  and 
irregular.  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  imperfections  and  defects 
arcTiot  fatal,  and  that  it  would  be  harsh  and  unjust  to  disfran- 
chise a  voter  for  such  appearances.  Neither  am  I  inclined  to 
punish  with  disfranchisement  one  voter  here  who  has  made  a 
very  respectable  cross,  but  who  has  thought  that  it  might  not  be 
the  worse  for  small  feet  or  claws  to  support  it,  and  make  it  like  a 
printed  capital  X.  That  seems  to  me  an  innocent  idea,  and  at 
any  rate  not  a  sufficiently  serious  or  suspicious  addition  to  make 
his  vote  bad.  I  don  t  know  whether  this  voter  may  not  have 
been  reading  Johnson's  Dictionary,  and  referring  to  a  word 
which  he  is  very  fond  of  using,  the  word  **  decussate,*'  which  he 
explains  as  meaning  **  to  intersect  at  an  acute  angle,'*  and  he 
quotes  some  passages  which  show  that  decussating  is  used  by 
lines  having  the  form  of  the  letter  X  decussating  one  another 
longways.  Now  this  voter  has  decussated  these  lines,  and  in 
doing  so  has  made  very  small  feet  or  resting  places  for  them.  I 
would  not  advise  that  system  to  be  carried  too  far ;  but  where  it 
is  done  as  ajjpears  here,  I  would  not  hold  tliat  it  openites  a  dis- 
fraiicliisement  of  the  voter. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  there  has  been  put  on  the  ballot- 
paper  a  substantial  and  separate  addition  to  tlie  voter  s  mark, 
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this  seems  to  me  to  be  a  good  objection,  and  to  be  struck  at 
expressly  or  viii;ually  by  one  of  the  cbiuses  of  the  2ud  section  of 
the  Ballot  Act,  Part  I.,  by  which  any  ballot-paper  is  declared 
void  on  which  anything  but  the  number  on  the  back  is  wi'itten  or 
marked  by  which  the  voter  can  be  identified.  This  clause  is  one 
which  is  not  perhaps  expressed  with  the  precision  that  would 
have  been  desirable,  for  it  is  not  exactly  clear  upon  the  face  of  it 
what  is  meant  by  the  nullity  or  vice  here  indicated.  But  I  think 
that  under  this  enactment  any  plain  and  palpable  addition  on  the 
ballot-paper  unconnected  with  the  actual  mark  of  the  vote  is  a 
fatal  objection.  We  have  among  these  ballot-papers  one  which 
has  a  black  line  drawn  on  the  back,  and  others  on  which  there  is 
a  plurality  of  crosses  on  the  front,  and  it  is  undoubtedly  a  nice 
and  important  question  whether  these  unnecessary  things  are 
merely  superfluous  and  innocent,  or  whether  they  fall  under  the 
category  of  being  marks  by  which  the  voter  can  be  identified. 

I  think  that  this  declaration  of  nuUity  does  not  require  that 
there  should  be  absolute  proof  of  a  design  or  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  voter  to  be  identified.     That  is  not  said,  and  is  not 
to  be  expected ;  and  considering  the  secrecy  of  the  proceedings, 
it  cannot  be  supposed  that  either  the  returning  oflScer  or  the 
election  judge  should  be  able  to  say  what  was  the  intention  of 
the  pai-ty  in  thus  adding  to  the  statutory  expression  of  his  vote. 
But  it  is  plain  that  such  additional  marks  may  be  used  as  a 
means   of  communicating  information  such    as    might  lead  to 
identification,  and  where   they  are  plainly  done,  not   by  mere 
carelessness  or  want  of  skill,  we  are  naturally  led  to  ask,  why  are 
they  there  at  all,  except  for  some  sinister  purpose  ?     If  we  allow 
any  superfluous  additions  of  this  kind,  we  may  be  obliged  to  pass 
them  over,  however  numerous  they  may  be,  and  thus  a  door 
would  be  open  to  evasion  of  the  essentials  of  the  Act.     If  a  voter 
puts  the  cross  strictly  in  terms  of  the  statute,  there  is  scarcely  a 
possibility  of  identification  from  the  ballot-papers ;  but  if  a  voter, 
besides  his  proper  cross,  puts  one  or  more  additional  crosses,  or 
puts   circles  or  ovals  ad  libitum,  he  raises  a  strong  suspicion 
against  himself,  and  has  himself  to  blame  if  his  ballot-paper  is 
rejected. 

All  such  superfluities  are  the  less  excusable  as  the  Act  pw- 
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ddes  for  having  a  new  ballot-paper  if  one  has  been  spoiled  or 
rendered  unfit  or  unsuitable  for  the  purpose  in  the  course  of 
voting. 

With  regard  to  the  position  of  the  cross,  it  is  directed  to  be 
put  on  the  right-hand  side,  opposite  the  name  of  the  candidate. 
I  think  some  latitude  must  be  allowed  on  this  subject,  and  that 
if  the  mark  is  opposite  the  candidate's  name,  and  towards  the 
right-hand  side,  the  paper  should  be  sustained,  but  not  if  it  ia 
decidedly  at  the  left-hand  side,  which  seems  a  gross  as  well  as  a 
suspicious  deviation  from  the  statute. 

I  think  that  it  is  not  essential  that  the  cross  should  be  made 
with  pencil.  The  directions,  indeed,  contain  this  paragraph, 
p.  120  of  the  book  we  have  in  our  hands,  that  the  voter  will  take 
the  pencil  in  the  compartment  and  mark  his  vote ;  but  this  is  not 
a  substantive  enactment,  and  is  not  expressed  in  imperative 
words.  The  25th  section  in  the  body  of  the  Act,  Part  I.,  says 
merely  that  he  shall  put  his  mark,  and  the  20th  section  speaks 
of  materials  to  be  provided.  The  use  of  the  **  pencil*'  provided 
in  the  directions  cannot  be  enforced.  It  would  be  impossible  to 
inquire  whether  a  pencil  mark  was  made  by  the  pencil  of  the 
presiding  officer  or  by  the  pencil  of  the  voter,  and  therefore  it 
seems  impossible  to  object  to  that.  A  good  cross  with  any 
pencil,  or  with  any  ink  not  peculiar,  seems  unobjectionable,  and 
not  contrary  to  any  purpose  contemplated  by  the  Act. 

Besides,  it  is  impossible  to  say  whether  the  ink  used  here  may 
not  have  been  used  by  the  presiding  officer  under  some  of  the 
clauses  of  the  statute  which  permit  his  interference. 

Upon  these  principles,  I  have  formed  my  opinion  that  certain 
of  the  votes  here  objected  to  should  be  sustained,  and  that  to 
others  the  objections  should  be  sustained,  and  the  votes  dis- 
allowed. It  will  be  the  duty  of  the  election  judge  to  follow  out 
the  findings  which  we  may  pronounce,  and  to  apply  them  to  the 
numerical  question  on  which  the  result  of  the  election  depends. 

Lord  Ormidale.]  I  think  it  right  to  explain  that  while  I  dis- 
posed of  various  points  relating  to  the  validity  of  ballot-papers, 
which  were  discussed  before  me  as  election  judge  in  this  petition, 
I  considered  it  desirable  to  reserve  for  the  determination  of  the 
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Couii  the  objections  referred  to  in  the  Special  Case  now  before 
us.  I  was  induced  to  do  so  as  well  by  the  difficult  and  perplex- 
ing nature,  in  some  respects,  of  these  objections  as  by  the  obvious 
desirability  of  having,  as  far  as  practicable,  some  rules  or  prin- 
ciples established  by  the  more  authoritative  judgment  of  the 
Court  than  that  of  a  single  judge,  for  the  guidance  of  parties 
who  may  be  concerned  in  future  elections.  This  appeared  to 
me  to  be  all  the  more  desirable  as  there  is  reason  to  beliere 
that  the  opinions  entertained  and  given  eflFect  to  by  the  pre- 
siding and  returning  officers  in  the  recent  elections  throughout 
the  country  were  far  from  uniform. 

The  particular  sections  of  the  Ballot  Act,  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  which  the  questions  now  to  be  determined  chiefly 
depend,  are  referred  to  in  the  Special  Case. 

The  great  object  of  the  Act  appears  to  be  to  prescribe  such  a 
mode  of  procedure  as,  while  it  would  enable  the  electors  to  give 
their  votes  in  a  ready  and  simple  form,  will  at  the  same  time 
ensure  that  this  is  done  with  as  much  secrecy  as  is  attainable  in 
such  a  matter.     Accordingly,  in  the  second  schedule  to  the  Act, 
there  is  what  is  called  '*  Form  of  Directions  for  the  guidance  of 
the  voter  in  voting,"  and  among  other  things  it  is  there  pre- 
scribed that  **  the  voter  will  go  into  one  of  the  compartments'* 
(at  the  polling  place)    "  and   with  the   pencil  provided  in  the 
compartment  place  a  cross  on  the  right-hand  side  opposite  the 
name  of  the  candidate  for  whom  he  votes,  thus  x  .'*     And  in  flie 
same  schedule  it  is  declared  that,  if  the  voter  places  any  mark  on 
the  paper  by  which  **  he  may  be  afterwards  identified,  liis  ballot- 
paper  will  be  void,  and  will  not  be  counted."     Although  these 
statutory  provisions  are  in  one  of  the  schedules  to  the  Act,  and 
not  in  the  body  of  the  Act  itself,  and  are  under  the  title,  "  Form 
of  Directions  for  the  guidance  of  the  voter  in  voting,"  it  must  be 
kept  in  view  that  by  section  28  it  is  enacted  that  the  schedules 
and  directions  therein  **  shall  be  construed  and  have  effect  as 
part  of  this  Act."     Not  only  so,   but  to  denote  the  imperative 
nature  of  the  prohibition  against  the  placing  by  a  voter  on  a 
ballot-paper  anything  by  which  he  may  be  identified,  it  is  by  the 
2nd  section  of  the  Act  itself  expressly  enacted  that  any  ballot- 
paper  **  on  which  anything  except  the  said  number  on  its  hack" 
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(the  number  previously  mentioned  in  the  same  section)  **  is 
written  or  marked  by  which  the  voter  can  be  identified  shall  be 
void,  and  not  counted." 

What,  then,  are  the  objections  to  ballot-papers  now  to  be 
determined  by  the  Court,  and  are  they,  or  any  of  them,  of  a 
nature  which  must  be  held  to  be  fatal  to  the  votes  ?  They  are 
generally  to  the  effect  that  the  ballot-papers  contain  marks  or 
writings  which  are  not  only  prohibited  by  the  Act,  but  are  of 
such  a  description  that  the  voter  may  or  can  be  thereby  iden- 
tified. 

Now,  while  it  would  be  desirable  that  some  precise  and  well- 
defined  rules  were  established  for  the  determination  of  all  such 
questions,  in  their  various  specialities  and  modifications,  I  do  not 
see  how  this  can  be  adequately  done  by  the  Court.  I  do  not,  for 
myself,  see  that  I  can  do  more  in  this  direction  than  to  state 
that,  while  on  the  one  hand  there  must  be  a  reasonable  and  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  on  the  other 
hand  trivial  or  unimportant  deviations,  such  as  might  not  unfairly 
be  held  to  be  incidental  to  the  performance  of  the  piece  of  work 
in  question  by  different  individuals  of  different  ages,  habits,  and 
conditions,  ought  to  be  disregarded,  provided  that  the  true 
object  and  intention  of  the  voter  is  free  from  serious  doubt, 
and  that  there  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  holding  in  a  fair 
and  reasonable  sense  that  there  is  any  mark  or  writing  on  the 
ballot-paper  whereby  the  voter  can  be  identified.  There  is  one 
thing,  however,  as  to  which  I  am  clear,  viz.  that  in  order  to 
show  that  any  writing  or  mark  on  a  ballot-paper,  unauthorised  by 
the  statute,  is  of  a  description  whereby  the  voter  can  be  identi- 
fied, it  is  not  necessary  that  an  inquiry  should  first  be  gone  into 
for  establishing  the  identification,  or  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  voter  had  by  previous  concert  with  others  intended  to 
make  it  known  for  whom  he  voted.  Not  only  does  the  statute 
not  provide  for  or  make  any  allusion  to  such  an  inquiry,  but  it  is 
plain,  I  think,  from  the  only  interpretation  that  can  be  given  to 
its  provisions,  that  it  is  enough  that  tlie  mark,  if  any,  other  than 
the  authorised  one  appearing  on  a  ballot-paper  is  of  a  descrip- 
tion whereby  the  voter  might  be  identified. 

Having  regard,   then,  to    these    general    considerations,   it 
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appears  to  me,  after  giving  all  due  effect  to  the  argument  which 
was  addressed  to  the  Court,  and  after  a  personal  examination  of 
the  ballot-papers  in  dispute,  that  two  crosses,  neither  of  them 
being  in  the  proper  place,  or  a  cross  or  crosses,  or  other  mark  or 
marks  on  the  ballot-paper  to  the  left  of  the  candidate's  name, 
or,  in  addition  to  a  cross,  a  separate  distinct  stroke  on  the  ballot- 
paper  to  the  right  of  the  candidate's  name,  or,  instead  of  any 
cross  at  all,  a  mere  stroke  on  the  ballot-paper,  or  two  parallel 
strokes  on  the  back  of  the  ballot-paper,  besides  a  cross  in  the 
front,  cannot,  in  any  reasonable  sense,  be  held  to  be  trivial  or 
unimj^ortant  deviations  from  the  statutory  directions,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  must  be  held,  not  only  to  amount  to  a  substantial 
failure  to  comply  with  the  statutory  directions,  but  also  to  be 
marks  or  wTitings  of  a  description  whereby  the  voter  may  or  can 
be  identified*  And  if  so,  it  follows  that  the  13th  section,  or 
what  may  be  called  the  saving  clause  of  the  Act,  is  inapplicable ; 
and,  indeed,  I  did  not  understand  that  that  clause  was  contended 
to  be,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  of  any  material 
importance. 

In  the  views  which  have  now  been  stated  by  me,  and  which  I 
believe  are  in  unison  vdth  those  which  have  been  expressed  by 
Lord  Neaves,  the  ballot-papers  Nos.  57,  684,  61,  1,039,  and  277, 
objected  to  by  the  Petitionee,  Messrs,  Haswell  and  Jamieson, 
and  the  voting  papers  Nos.  468,  643,  and  460,  objected  to  on  the 
part  of  the  Respondent,  Mr.  Stewart,  are  invalid. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  am  of  opinion,  although  not  without 
difficulty  as  regards  some  of  them,  that  the  objections  taken  to  ail 
the  other  ballot-papers  on  either  side  cannot  be  held  to  amount 
to  such  a  departure  from  the  requirements  of  the  statute  as 
to  invalidate  the  votes,  And  in  reference  to  the  ballot-papers 
Nos.  840  and  922,  objected  to  by  the  Petitioners  on  the  ground  that 
ink  and  not  a  pencil  was  used  by  the  voter,  and  the  voting-paper 
No.  814,  objected  to  by  the  Respondent,  on  the  same  groimd,  1 
may  explain  that  I  do  not  see  bow  these  objections  can  be  sus- 
tained, because  the  use  of  a  pencil  is  not  positively  and  directly 
enjoined  by  the  statute,  although  some  reason  for  holding  it  to 
be  implied  is  afforded  by  the  phraseology  used  in  part  of  the 
first  schedule  to  the  Act,  and  also  because  the  only  positive  and 
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direct  enactment  on  the  subject  is  that  in  section  20,  to  the 
effect  merely  that  "  the  retiu'ning  oflScer  shall  provide  each 
polling  station  with  materials  for  the  voters  to  mark  the  voting 
papers ; "  but  what  materials,  whether  pencils  or  pens  and  ink, 
are  not  specified.  Besides,  even  if  it  were  to  be  held  that,  having 
regard  to  what  is  said  in  tlie  directions  in  the  second  schedule  to 
the  Act  as  to  a  pencil,  the  using  of  ink  is  not  allowable,  and 
might  afiford  means  for  identification,  it  would  be  necessary,  I 
think,  for  a  pai*ty  takmg  such  an  objection  to  supj^ort  it  by  proof 
to  the  effect  that  the  ballot-papers  referred  to  were  not  marked 
by  the  presiding  officer  for  voters  who  were  imable  to  do  so  for 
themselves,  in  terms  of  the  2oth  section  of  the  Act,  which  neither 
expressly  nor  by  implication  makes  it  requisite  that  in  such 
cases  a  pencil  and  not  ink  must  be  used  by  the  presiding  oflScer. 
The  result  is  that,  for  the  reasons  I  have  now  stated,  the 
questions  submitted  for  the  determination  of  the  Court  in  the 
Special  Case  ought  to  be  answered  as  follows : — 

I,  That  of  the  eleven  ballot-x)apers  referred  to  in  the  first  ques- 
tion to  which  objections  have  been  stated  for  the  Petitioners, 
Nos.  57,  634,  61, 1,039,  and  277,  are,  in  respect  of  said  objections, 
invalid,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  counted  ;  and 

II.  That  of  the  eight  ballot-papers  referred  to  in  the  second 
question,  to  which  objections  have  been  stated  for  Mr.  Stewart, 
Nos.  468,  643,  and  460,  are,  in  respect  of  said  objections,  invalid, 
and  ought  not  to  have  been  counted. 

Lord  Benholme.]  As  my  two  brethren  are  agreed  in  regard 
to  the  disposal  of  the  objections  to  the  votes  now  before  us,  my 
oj^inion  becomes  of  little  consequence ;  but  I  confess  I  think 
they  have  gone  too  far  in  sustaining  the  objections.  It  appears 
to  me  that  two  of  the  votes  are  clearly  objectionable.  One  of 
these  falls  under  that  part  of  the  Act  which  enacts  that  any  ballot- 
paper  "  on  which  anything  except  the  said  number  on  the  back  is 
w^ritten  or  marked,  by  which  the  voter  can  be  identified,  shall  be 
void  and  not  counted."  Now,  any  mark  on  the  back  of  a  voting 
paper  (by  which  it  is  patent  to  all  and  sundry)  seems  to  me  to  be 
marked  out  as  censm'able,  and  as  fatal  to  a  very  different  extent 
from  mai'ks  within  the  voting  paper  (and  consequently  concealed), 
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that  may  be  extraneous  to  the  proper  fdnction  of  the  voter.  It 
is  declared  that  any  mark  upon  the  back  is  to  be  fatal.  Thos, 
therefore,  I  think  we  all  agree  that  No.  468,  which  has  two 
parallel  strokes  drawn  on  the  back  of  the  paper,  cannot  be  sus- 
tained under  the  express  words  of  the  statute.  That  is  a  mark 
obvious  to  everybody,  because  the  outside  of  the  ballot-paper  is 
not  concealed  at  all.  That,  I  understand,  is  the  only  voting 
paper  bearing  any  mark  on  the  outside,  except  one  with  which 
we  have  nothing  to  do,  but  which  the  judge  disallowed  at  the 
trial,  there  being  a  name  written  upon  it. 

With  regard,  however,  to  superfluous  marks  made  on  the 
inside  in  adhibiting  the  cross  to  the  name  of  the  candidate  for 
whom  the  elector  gives  his  vote,  I  think  these  stand  in  a  different 
category.  I  quite  agree  with  my  brethren  that  in  one  case, 
where  there  is  no  cross  at  all,  but  merely  a  line,  the  voter  has 
completely  failed  to  declare  his  choice.  But  on  the  other  hand, 
where  a  cross  has  been  made,  and  where  that  cross  is  so  placed 
as  to  leave  no  doubt  for  which  candidate  the  voter  intended  to 
vote,  I  am  not  able  to  agree  with  the  principles  upon  which  my 
brethren  have  determined  to  reject  several  such  voting  papers. 
In  the  first  place,  I  think  it  is  not  fatal  that  the  cross  is  put  on 
the  left  hand,  or  above,  or  immediatel}'  below,  provided  it  is  so 
placed  as  to  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  candidate  for  whom  the 
vote  was  intended.  Further,  where  a  proper  cross  has  been 
made,  designating  the  intention  of  the  voter  to  vote  for  a  par- 
ticular candidate,  and  leaving  no  doubt  as  to  what  candidate  he 
intended  to  vote  for,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  adcUtion 
of  a  score  or  a  double  leg  to  the  cross,  which  may  have  been  the 
result  of  awkwardness  or  accident,  or  of  not  exactly  seeing  how 
he  was  to  conunence  the  cross,  ought  to  be  visited  upon  the  voter 
by  nullifying  his  vote. 

I  think  it  is  very  difficult  to  draw  a  line  (on  the  principles 
adopted  by  my  brethren)  between  such  additions  to  the  cross  as 
shall  be  fatal  and  such  additions  as  shall  not  be  fiital.  It 
appears  to  me  that  what  we  ought  to  look  to  is  this,  whether  the 
deWatious  from  or  additions  to  what  the  statute  requires  can  be 
held  to  accomplish  the  desire  of  the  voter  to  let  his  choice  be 
ascertained,  independently  of  a  previous  concert  of  a  censurable 
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kind  with  the  candidate.  I  consider  that  the  smallest  tick,  such 
as  might  escape  the  eye  of  even  a  vigilant  officer,  might  be  and 
most  likely  would  be  agreed  upon  between  the  candidate  and  the 
supposed  corrupt  voter,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  former  that  the 
latter  had  performed  his  promise  to  vote  for  him.  A  prominent, 
a  decided  mark  would  be  avoided.  But  whether  it  is  a  score,  or 
whether  it  is  a  kind  of  double  leg  to  the  cross,  or  two  crosses 
instead  of  one,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  one  can  lay  down 
any  distinct  rule  except  this,  that  it  must  be  something  that 
indicates,  in  its  own  nature,  an  improper  agreement  with  the 
candidate.  As  an  illustration  of  what  I  think  the  danger  of 
ruling  that  any  additional  score,  or  cross,  or  double  line  shall  be 
held  to  be  fatal  to  the  vote,  I  may  refor  to  the  fact  that  precisely 
the  same  additions  have  been  made  by  voters  on  both  sides ;  and 
certainly  I  think  it  is  beyond  all  ordinary  chance  that  the  two 
candidates  should  have  accidentally  agi*eed  upon  the  same  marks 
to  indicate  the  votes  given  for  them  by  electors. 

As  to  the  place  of  the  mark,  I  think  the  important  matter  in 
reference  to  the  validity  of  the  paper  is  that  the  cross  shall  be  so 
placed  as  to  ascertain  the  candidate  for  whom  the  voter  intends 
to  give  his  vote  ;  that  it  shall  be  so  near  the  name  of  that  candi- 
date as  to  show  the  intention  of  the  voter ;  whether  it  is  on  the 
left  hand  or  the  right  hand,  or  a  little  above,  or  a  little  below,  I 
don't  think  that  such  circumstances  are  of  any  importance. 
Further,  I  don't  think  that  a  distinct  score,  which  may  have 
been  merely  the  commencement  of  making  a  cross,  is  more  sus- 
picious than  a  small  mark  not  assuming  the  proportions  of  a  line, 
but  something  that  by  reason  of  previous  concert  will  equally 
serve  the  corrupt  purpose  of  the  voter.  While,  therefore,  I  have 
no  hesitation  in  rejecting  the  two  papers,  on  one  of  which  there 
is  a  mark  on  the  outside,  and  on  the  other  of  which  there  is  in 
the  inside  no  cross  at  all,  I  am  not  prepared  to  reject  any  of  the 
others. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  then  read  as  follows  : — 

Edinburgh,  23rd  May,  1874. 
The  Lords  of  the  Second  Division  (Lord  Moncrieff  absent), 
having  considered  the  Special  Case,  and  heard  Counsel  for  the 
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parties,  are  of  opinion,  and  find  in  answer  to  the  first  question, 
that  of  the  11  ballot-papers  therein  mentioned  to  which  objec- 
tions have  been  stated  for  the  Petitioners,  Nos.  57,  634,  61, 
1,039,  and  277,  but  not  any  of  the  others,  are  in  respect  of  said 
objections  invalid,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  counted;  and 
find,  in  answer  to  the  second  question,  that  of  the  eight  ballot- 
papers  therein  mentioned  to  which  objections  have  been  stated 
for  Mr.  Stewart,  Nos.  468,  643,  and  460,  but  not  any  of  the 
others,  are  in  respect  of  said  objections  invalid,  and  ought  not  to 
have  been  counted. 

(Signed)         H.  J,  Robertson,  j.  p.  d. 

On  a  subsequent  day, 

Lord  Ormidale  delivered  judgment,  and,  after  stating  that  the 
state  of  the  votes  at  the  time  the  Special  Case  was  ordered  left  a 
majority  of  one  in  favour  of  the  Respondent,  and  that  five  objec- 
tions, on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  as  against  three  on  the  part 
of  the  Respondent,  had  been  sustained  by  the  Court,  declared  that 
the  Respondent  was  not  didy  elected;  adding  a  special  report, 
stating  that  Mr.  Young,  being  now  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Court 
of  Session,  the  seat  was  not  now  claimed  for  him. 

Costs.  The  Dean  of  Faculty,  for  the  Petitioner,  then  moved  for  the 

costs  of  the  Petition,  including  the  costs  of  the  Special  Case. 

The  Solicitor-General  opposed  the  motion,  and  cited  the 
Athlone  case.* 

Lord  Ormidale. — The  general  rule  imdoubtedly  is  that  the 
successful  party  gets  his  expenses,  but  there  is  as  little  doubt 
that  in  many  cases  the  Court  does  not  give  costs  to  the  successful 
party,  even  although  it  cannot  be  said  against  him  that  he  has 
been  guilty  of  misconduct  in  carrying  on  the  litigation.  In  reahty 
the  question  of  costs  is  held  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court. 
Here  it  is  not  suggested  that  there  was  any  misconduct  on  either 
side,  either  at  the  election  or  in  thp  litigation  under  the  present 
petition.  It  must  be  assumed  that  the  returning  officer,  in  deal- 
ing with  the  voting  papers,  acted  proprio  motu,  without  any 
suggestion  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent,  and  if  so,  the  principle 

♦  Ante,  p.  190. 
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on  which  the  Court  proceeded  in  the  Athlone  case,*  to  which  I 
have  been  referred,  comes  to  be  of  importance.  The  principle 
there  acted  upon  was  that,  as  there  was  no  misconduct  by  either 
party,  each  party  should  bear  their  own  costs.  Now  that  principle 
arises  here  exactly,  and  is  equally  applicable.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  errors  in  the  ballot-papers  were  caused  or  suggested  by 
the  Respondent.  It  is,  no  doubt,  a  misfoi-tune  that  these  errors 
should  have  arisen,  and  that  in  consequence  the  parties  should 
have  been  subjected  to,  it  may  be,  a  good  deal  of  expense,  but, 
having  regard  to  the  principle  which  I  think  must  recommend 
itself  to  any  Court  exercising  its  discretion  in  the  matter  of  costs, 
I  do  not  think  I  can  do  otherwise  than  follow  the  Athlone  case  as 
an  example,  though  not  a  binding  rule.  I  therefore  hold  that  in 
this  case  each  party  must  bear  his  own  costs. 

*  Aiite,  p.  190. 


CASE   XXXVI. 

DISTRICT   BUEGH   OF   WIGTOWN. 

Bbfobe  Lord  Neaves,  Aug.  6,  1874. 


Petitioner :  Mr.  Augustus  Smith. 

Respondent :  Mr.  Mark  John  Stewart. 

Counsel  for  Petitioner :  Mr.  Balfour. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Gibson-Craigi  Dalziel,  and  Brodies. 

Counsel  for  Respondent:  The  Solicitor-General  ;  Mr.  Macdonald. 

Agents :  Messrs.  Todds,  Murray,  and  Janiieson. 


The  petition  prayed  the  seat  on  a  scrutiny  for  the  Petitioner. 

The  result  of  the  scrutiny  was  to  leave  the  Respondent  with  a 
majority  of  two  votes. 

In  the  course  of  the  case, 
h*^^°to^be*^'  Mr.  Balfour,  for  the  Petitioner,  objected  to  several  ballot-papers, 

marked.  on  the  ground  that  the  cross,  although  put  on  the  right-hand  side 

of  the  candidate's  name,  was  not  put  in  the  precise  place  required 
by  the  Ballot  Act.* 

Lord  Neaves. — I  do  not  think  this  is  a  good  objection.  The 
first  question  is  whether  there  has  been  a  deviation  from  the 
statute.     Now  I  cannot  see  that  any  definite  amount  of  space 

*  The  Act  directs  that  "  the  voter shall  place  a  cross  on  the 

right-hand  side  opposite  the  name  of  each  candidate  for  whom  he  votes."  See 
Sch.  2.    Form  of  directions  for  tlie  guidance  of  the  voter  in  voting. 
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with  reference  to  the  name  is  an  absolute  essentiality  in  the 
ballot-paper.  The  other  question  is  whether  the  mark  is  such  as 
to  suggest  the  possibility  of  fraud.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
objection  on  either  ground  is  good,  and  therefore  I  think  the 
papers  were  properly  counted. 

Upon   certain  ballot-papers  being  objected  to  as  containing  Mereclum- 
either  marks  separate  from  the  cross,  or  badly  formed  crosses,         sufficient 

Lord  Neaves  said,  "  There  are  matters  that  run  into  each  other  J^^tin/' 
so  much  that  it  is  impossible  to  lay  down  any  clear  and  broad  tftUot-paper. 
principle,  and  I  think  I  must  follow  the  maxim,  '  De  minimis  non 
curat  Prcetor.*  I  am  not  disposed  to  disqualify  a  voter  for  a 
trifling  thing  such  as  a  spot  or  a  dot  on  his  voting-paper.  No.  1,089 
has  the  appearance  of  a  speck  or  dot ;  but  I  shall  hold  it  to  be 
a  good  vote.  Nor  is  mere  clumsiness  suflScient  to  disqualif)'. 
Fuilher,  there  may  be  vacillation  to  a  certain  extent  in  the  hand, 
and  the  voter  may  go  back  on  one  leg  of  his  cross  to  make  it  more 
complete,  and  so  to  give  it  the  appearance  of  a  double  stroke ; 
but  I  cannot  disqualify  on  that  ground  unless  I  see  so  much 
deviation  from  what  an  ordinary  and  rather  rough  writer  would 
be  able  to  do.  No.  584  has  a  thick  and  clumsy  line ;  but  it 
appears  to  me  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  blunder  in  the  mode  of 
forming  the  cross.  But  Nos.  550  and  430  I  disallow ;  I  think  it 
is  too  uncertain  what  the  intention  of  the  voters  was,  to  sustain 
either." 

At  the  close  of  the  inquiry,  Costa. 

The  Solicitor-General  moved  for  the  Petitioner  to  pay  tlie 
Respondent's  expenses. 

Mr.  Balfour  opposed  the  motion. 

Lord  Neaves. — "  This  is  a  matter  of  discretion ;  but,  on  the 
whole,  I  think  the  correct  course  is  to  give  expenses  to  the  party 
who  was  in  possession  of  the  return,  and  who  has  maintained  his 
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AMESDWEST— continued. 

of  particulars,  application  for,  supported  by  afSdavit   .    .      10 
of  petition,  when  allowed 24 


ATTENDANCE 

of  witness,  conrt  adjourned  for    . 108 

judge  when  bound  to  compel 109 

AUTHORITY 

continuing,  of  agent  after  election 12 


B. 

BALLOT  ACT 

principles  upon  which  it  should  be  construed 220 

purpose  of,  discussed 224 

BALLOT  PAPERS 

used  at  municipal  election,  inspection  of 60 

procedure  as  to,  where  votes  struck  off 168 

marking  of,  discussed 189 

recounting,  procedure  as  to 213,214 
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as  containing  marks  of  identification 
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as  unmarked 215 

as  void  from  uncertainty 215 

for  want  of  official  mark 216 

as  not  marked  with  proper  materials .  218,  219,  223 

as  being  mutilated 219 

for  clumsy  marking 233 

rejection  of,  for  want  of  official  mark 216 

on  account  of  marks  of  identification   .    .    .    216 

marks  of  identification  in,  discussed 220,  231 

improperly  marked,  voter's  intention  discussed    ....    222 

evidence  as  to 225 

BRIBED  PERSON, 

credibility  of  evidence  of 100 
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volunteer 141 
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fraudulent  device,  by  means  of CO 

CASES  CITED. 

Cooper  V.  Slade,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  24,  6  H.  L.  746  ..     .  145,  147 

Huguenin  v.  Bascley,  14  Ves.  288 56 

Yougbal,  Ir.  Rep.  3  Com.  Law,  530 20 

Stevens  v.  Tillett,  L.  R.,  6  C.  P.  147 38 

Durham,  2  P.  R.  &  D.  270 44 

Mayo,  W.  &  D.  1 49,  51 

Earl  Beauchamp  v.  Madresfield,  L.  R.,  8  C.  P.  248      .     54,  55 

Trench  v.  Nolan,  Ir.  Rep.,  6  Cora.  Law,  464 56 

Newry,  P.  &  K.  151 89 

Bristol,  P.  &  K.  574 89 

Stowe  V.  Jolliffe,  L.  R.  9  C.  P.  734 96 


INDEX.  239 

PA<»K 

CASES  CnEJ)'-^ontmmd. 

Drinkwater  v.  Deakin,  L.  R.,  9  C.  P.  626 133 

Malcolm  v.  Parry,  L.  R.,  9  C.  P.  610 166 

Pickering  v.  James,  L.  R.,  8  C.  P.  489 216 

CHARITY, 

colourable 89,  161 

when  corrapt  practice 161,  165 

CLERGY, 

meeting  of,  spiritual  intimidation H 

undue  influence  by,  discussed 16,  30 

legitimate  influence  of 31,  57 

agency  of,  how  created 53,  54 

discussed 197,200 

COALITION.— See  Joint  Candidature. 

COMMITTEE, 

liability  of  candidate  for  members  of 89 

agency  of 89 

parliamentary,  practice  of  not  adhered  to 48 

CONTEMPT  OF  COURT, 

how  punished 166 

CONVEYANCE  OP  VOTER  TO  POLL, 

legality  of,  discussed 15,  144 — 147 

allegation  as  to ,    .     .     .      139,  179 

CORRUPT, 

meaning  of  word  in  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102 184 

CORRUPT  PRACTICE, 

committed  after  election 43,  123,  173 

giving  leave  to  shoot  rabbits 129 

general 56 

gift  when  considered  as 161,165 

motive  to  be  considered  as  to  ....    v 163 

COSTS 

followed  the  event 

5,  23,  26,  32,  35,  37,  45,  58,  65,  76,  99,  104,  106, 
113,  133,  137,  151,  168,  177, 180,  195,  200,  214,  238 

0  2 


240  rsDsx. 


COSTS— ^mtmusd, 

each  partj  to  paj  tfacar  own^ 

17,  S7,  93,  122,  127,  Id5,  19«K  211,  230 

M  to  acrntiny,  where  imsiocenfiil ^ 

where  particnlgra  niiBupp«rtBd  by  my  ^oof 17 

where  drcnrnHtanmai  jaatify  pdatimi 93 

effect  on,  of  mbpiimaiiig  more  witnenes  than  Bfi'riinry    .        5 
of  pfiTiHTig  fhrward  mexL  of  itaMr  as 

nominal  p^itioneis 127 

apportionment  oC  on  pcoof  of  objeetfonable  proeee^ngs  .    17S 

whoe  pedtioa  reaaonahle 150 

applied  fbr 99 

where  evidoice  ^KcnladTe 5 

in  case  of  donble  return 99 

where  returning  offico*  made  respomient 19^^11 

new  qneadon  raiKd 211 

conduct  of  retoming  officer  inrolTed    ....$<;  195 

COUBT, 

contempt  of^  how  ponished 166 

CREDIBILITT 

of  eridence  of  bribed  persons 100 

K 

ELECTION, 

irregularity  at,  as  to  time  of  holding 7 

as  to  opening  polling  st&uons  ....  7t>,  85,  201 

as  to  proceedings  at  poll ^1 

effect  on,  of  general  cormpt  practices 5»> 

of  illegal  act  deliberately  done 150 

of  isolated  case  of  bribery 37,  4 1 

of  instigation  to  agent  to  personate      ....      62 
of  riots  caused  by  partizans  of  defeated 

candidate 120 

of  deliberate  riolation  of  Ballot  Act    .     .     .  141,  144 
of  paying  traTclling  expenses      .    .    .     j5,  144,  149 

of  not  appointing  expense  agent 195 

not  to  be  lightly  set  aside 75,  106 

previous,  evidence  as  to,  admissibility  of 70,  90 

proper  conduct  ot  effect  of 75, 106 

treating  after  close  of 44,  53, 124 
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ELECTION— am/mw^rf. 

interference  of  peers  in 54 

municipal,  ballot  papers  nsed  at 60 

what  happens  after,  proof  of 67,  69 

corrupt  practice  committed  after 173,  177 

actual  effect  of  irregularity  on,  to  be  considered ....    201 

ELECTION  EXPENSES, 

accounts  of,  furnishing  copies  of  ...    i 134 

filed  by  unsuccessful  candidate,  when 

evidence 154 

agent  for,  appointment  of 122,  193,  195 

EMPLOYMENT 

of  voter,  how  far  allowable 137 

colourable  bribery 62 

vote  invalidated  by 62 

of  private  persons  too  keep  the  i)eace 12,  62 

of  roughs 12 

of  runners 135 

of  scheduled  persons  as  agents 40,  52 

of  persons  by  agent,  liability  of  candidate  as  to  .    .    .    .     105 

EVASION 

of  election  law,  how  treated 165 

where  precise  definitions  given  by  judges   ....      165,199 

EVICTION, 

threat  of,  evidence  as  to 94 

EVIDENCE, 

admissibility  of, 

as  to  former  petition 70 

statement 

made  by  third  person 152 

to  unsuccessful  candidate  during  canvass    .  69 

made  by  agent  after  election 68 

as  to  names  not  in  particulars 28 

conversation  after  close  of  poll   .    .    .    .     3,  12,  49,  67 

witness's  written  statements 51 

accounts  filed  by  unsuccessful  candidates ....  154 

question  of,  not  to  be  reserved  for  Court  ....  52 
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EYWE^CE—contimied. 

admissibility  of,  as  to  bribery  by  person  who  absconds .     .     107 

as  to  what  happens  after  election  ...  67 
latitude  allowed  as  to,  where  case  not  in  particulars  •  .  9 
of  agency,  before  proof  of  corrupt  practice    ....     29,  50 

how  limited  by  particulars  delivered 153 

as  to  previous  election 70,  90 

as  to  persons  from  whom  information  obtained   ....      11 

legality  of  oflfer  of  reward  for 19 

truth  of,  how  tested 26 

may  be  tendered  up  to  last  moment 26 

temporary  reception  of 40 

of  receipt  of  parochial  relief 96 

credibility  of,  of  bribed  persons 100 — 102 

confined  to  allegations 119 

of  acts  done  after  close  of  poll 12,  49 

of  offer  unaccompanied  by  acts,  must  be  strong  ....      22 

of  conversation,  unaccompanied  by  acts 22 

of  personation  by  agent,  what  necessary 63 

nature  and  amount  of,  necessary  to  establish  a  case      .    74 — 76 

of  threat  of  eviction,  what  is  sufficient 94 

of  agency,  what  sufficient 102, 136 

by  canvass  book 140 

of  spiritual  undue  influence 200 

of  voter's  intention,  where  ballot  paper  improperly  marked 

222—225 

EXPENSES. — See  Election  Expenses,  Travelling  Expenses. 


F 

FRAUD, 

what  amounts  to,  within  17  &  18  Vic.  c.  102,  s.  5    .     .     .       60 

FRAUDULENT  DEVICE, 

card  used  as * 60 


G. 

GIFT, 

colourable  charity 89,  161 
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IDENTIFICATION 

of  ballot  papers,  question  as  to,  discussed  ....    220 — 230 
marks  of,  proof  of  voter's  intention 222 

ILliEGAL  ACT, 

effect  of,  if  deliberate 150 

INFLUENCE, 

use  of,  not  necessarily  corrupt 17 

of  clergy,  when  not  undue 14,  16,  57 

spiritual,  discussed 31,  200 

undue,  by  agent,  effect  of  discussed 17 

by  fraudulent  device 60 

evidence  of,  from  statement  of  third  person  .  .  .  152 
what  is  within  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  5  ....  156 
spiritual,  how  proved 200 

INQUIRY, 

judicial  not  inquisitorial 74,  103,  108 

adjournment  of,  when  granted 108 

scope  of,  upon  petition  presented  within  28  days  after 

act  of  bribery 171 

INTIMIDATION, 

by  threat  of  turning  out  tenant 94 

by  rioting,  what  amount  of,  avoids  election    .    .    .    .12,120 

by  Catholic  priests 14,  16,  57 

general,  effect  on  an  election    ....   12,  56,  156 — 160,  200 

not  within  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  5 156 

at  previous  election,  effect  of 90 

continuing  effect  of  act  of 91 — 93 

by  introduction  of  roughs 12 

actual  effect  of,  how  far  to  be  considered 157 

IRREGULARITY, 

as  to  time  of  holding  election 7,  201 

as  to  proceedings  at  poll 81 

as  to  opening  polling  stations 79,  85,  201 

J. 

JOINT  CANDIDATURE, 

effect  of 39,  166 
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OFFICIAL  MARK, 

ballot  paper  rejected  for  want  of 


PAOS 


216 


P. 

PAROCHIAL  RELIEF, 

receipt  of,  after  July  81  and  after  registration     ....      19 
how  proved 96 


PARTICULARS.— See  also  Amendment. 

if  name  of  intimidating  person  not  in  .    •    . 
insufficiency  of,  adjournment  in  consequence  of 
addition  to,  where  facts  recently  ascertained   . 

when  not  allowed 

case  if  not  in,  time  to  be  given  for  inquiry    . 
name  of  voter  if  not  in,  objected  to  in  scrutiny 


PARTIZAN 

of  defeated  candidate,  riots  by     . 

PARTNER 

of  paid  agent,  validity  of  vote  of 


4,  24,  28,  158 
27 
4,8 
9 
4 
4 


120 


21 


PAYMENT 

of  travelling  expenses 15, 144, 180 

to  voters,  for  conveying  other  voters  to  poll 14 

of  wages,  when  works  closed 181 — 184 


PEERS, 

interference  of,  at  election 


54 


PERSONATION, 

at  instance  of  agent,  eflfect  on  election 62 

law  as  to,  discussed 64 

agent,  misconduct  of 148 

PETITION.— See  AlUgafion. 

presentation  of,  and  procedure  in,  under  Parlia- 
mentary Elections  Act,  s.  6  (2)   .    .     43,  123,  170—173 

withdrawal  of 83 

former,  admissibility  of  evidence  as  to 70 

abandonment  of,  effect  of 154 

turned  into  special  case 188,  193 
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PETITION— (»n/mt^ei. 

prayer  of,  in  scrutiny  where  unsnccessM  candi- 
date ineligible 216 

POINT  RESERVED, 

admissibility  of  evidence  not 52 

must  go  to  whole  trial 71 

if  not  decided,  consequence  discussed 207 — 211 

POLL, 

after  close  of,  evidence  of  acts  done 12 

irregularity  at,  effect  of  to  be  considered 201 

POLLING  STATION, 

irregularities  with  regard  to  opening     ....    79 — 85,  201 

POST-OFFICE, 

production  of  telegrams  by 72,110 — 112,139 

PRIVILEGE 

of  agent,  as  to  answering  questions 11 

PROCEDURE 

in  scrutiny 2,  95 

as  to  withdrawal  of  petition 33 

old  rules  of,  how  far  now  to  be  followed 48,51 

as  to  reservation  of  point  of  law 29,  58 

in  case  of  non-appearance  of  witness 4 

where  two  petitions  heard  together 124 

as  to  abandoning  petition  during  trial  .......     154 

as  to  striking  off  votes 168 

as  to  petition  presented  within  28  days  after  act  of 

bribery 171 — 173 

where  reserved  point  not  decided 207 — 211 

as  to  recounting  ballot  papers  on  scrutiny 213,  214 

R. 
RABBITS, 

permission  to  shoot,  when  bribery 129 — 133 

REGISTER, 

conclusiveness  of 96 

REPORT 

of  judge,  application  of  parties  as  to 58 

under    Parliamentary   Electicms    Act, 

s.  45,  effect  of 25 


k 
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RESERVATION.— See  Pomfs  Reserved. 

of  point  of  law,  when  allowed 52,  71 

how  made 29 

how  dealt  with  if  not  decided    .     .     207 — 211 
.grounds  for 223 

RESOLUTION 

of  House  of  Commons,  legal  effect  of 54 

RESPONDENT, 

returning  oflBcer  made,  Hackney  case 77 

Athlonc         k     .     .  18G 

Mayo             191 

Drogheda 201 

Renfrew        213 

RETURNING  OFFICER, 

duty  of,  as  to  enforcing  provisions  of  Ballot  Act     ...     144 

as  to  nomination  papers 194 

made  Respondent 77,186,191,201,213 

RIOTING, 

when  avoids  election 12 

allegation  as  to,  in  petition 115 

by  partizans  of  defeated  candidate 120 — 122 

general  effect  of •*..,.    121 

RULES 

adopted  by  election  committees 48,  51 

RUNNERS, 

employment  of 135 


8. 

SCHEDULED  PERSON, 

employment  of,  as  agent 40,  52,  197—200 

SCRUTINY.— See  also  Vote,  Voter,  Ballot  Paper, 
evidence  admissible  upon 

voter's  own  statement  that  he  was  bribed      ...        4 

as  to  voter  not  in  particulars 4 

procedure  as  to 2 
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Page 

SECRECY, 

allegation  as  to  yiolation  of 13S 

violation  of,  effect  on  election  of 141 — 144 

statement  as  to  in  special  case    .    .    .    203 — 207 

SERVANT, 

occupation  of  house  by,  when  colourable 97 — 99 

SPECIAL  CASE, 

petition  turned  into 188,  193 

set  out  in  full 203,217—219 

STATUTES  CITED. 

2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  8.  36 96 

5  &  6  Vict.  c.  102,  8.  22 44,  45,  126 

13  &  14  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  104 20 

s.  Ill 19 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  102. 

s.  2  (2) 25,145,  148,  149 

S.3 22 

8.4 44,113,124 

8.  5 16,  57,  60,  156 

8.23 149 

21  &  22  Vict.  c.  87. 

8.  1 147,  148 

8.3 20 

25  &  26  Vict.  c.  92. 

8.  1 7,  20 

26  Vict.  c.  29. 

8.4 134,135 

30  &  31  Vict.  c.  102. 

8.  36 148—150,  180 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  48. 

8.25 180 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  49. 

s.  8 20, 21 

8.  12 180 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  110,  8.  20 . 110 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  112,  8.  38 7 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  125.     (Pari.  El.  Act.) 

8.  3 20 

8.  6  (2) 43,  123,  170,  171 
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STATJJTES-^coniinued. 

31  &  32  Vict.  c.  125. 

8.11 208,209 

B.  11  (12) 50 

8. 11  (15) 51 

s.  12 29,  208 

B.  17 29,  50 

s.  32 50,  51,  108 

s.  35 84, 85 

8.  41 87,  168 

8.44 39,40,52 

8.  45 25 

8.51 87 

Rule  41 31 

45 34 

49 34,35 

32  &  33  Vict.  c.  73.  B.  23 72,  110,  112 

33  &  34  Vict.  c.  25,  8.  2 40 

35  &  36  Vict.  c.  33  (Ballot  Act). 

8.2 216,222 

8.  13 80,  81,  83,  226 

B.  20 223,227 

8.  24 64 

B.  25 168,223,227 

8.28 224 

Rule  41 64 

Bch.  2 217,232 


T. 

TELEGRAMS.— See  alBO  Evidmre. 

production  of 72,110,139 

of  original 139 

THREAT.— See  also  Intimidation. 

of  eviction 94 

TOWN  COUNCIL 

offer  of  Beat  on,  how  far  bribery 25 

TRAVELLING  EXPENSES 

payment  of,  illegal  by  statute 144^149 

agreement  as  to 180 
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PACX 

TIIEATING, 

extent  and  amonnt  of,  to  be  considered 15 

amoant  of,  immaterial  if  corrapt  intention  clear  ....  22 

organized  system  of,  not  traceable  to  candidate    ....  15 

after  election,  discnssed 44,  124 

of  illiterate  and  ignorant  voters 113 

bj  systematic  distribution  of  drink 15 

oormpt,  what  constitutes 22 

TEIBUNAL.— See  Inquiry. 

V. 
VOTE 

stmck  off  on  scrutiny,  in  case  of 

voters  own  statement  that  he  was  bribed ....  4 

agent  who  has  been  paid 20 

colourable  residence  by  servant 97 

parochial  relief  given  after  registration    ...      19,  96 
objected  to,  but  not  struck  off  in  case  of 

voter  partner  of  paid  agent 21 

offer  to  sell  vote 22 

of  paid  agent  of  retired  candidate,  invalidity  of ...    .  20 

of  partner  of  paid  agent 21 

invalidated  by  employment  of  voter 62 

sti-uck  off,  procedure  as  to  ballot  papers 1 68 

recounting  of,  procedure  in 213,214 

VOTER 

statement  of,  effect  on  vote 4 

employment  of,  how  far  allowable 137 

invalidates  vote 62 

when  colourable 62 

conveyance  of,  to  poll 15,  139,  144,  179 

illiterate  and  ignorant,  treating  of 113 

payment  of,  for  conveying  other  voters  to  poll     ....  14 
intention  of,  discussed  where  ballot  paper  impro- 
perly marked 222 


WAGES, 

payment  of,  when  works  closed 181—184 

WITHDRAWAL  OF  PETITION.— See  Pm^/wm 
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WITNESS, 

order  for  attendance  of,  when  made  .    .    .    .3,  12,  50,  70,  108 

non-attendance  of,  effect  of 108 

previons  statement  of,  admissibility  of 51 

not  appearing,  examination  of  deferred 4 

corrupt,  evidence  of  how  discredited 26 
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